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CURRENT TOPICS. 


EvERYONE will rejoice to learn that the doubts which existed 
up to the present week as to whether the Queen will be able to 





WE UNDERSTAND that, with a view to the re ommon 
Law Procedure Acts, in the course of the Statute Law Revision, 


it is prop to incorporate with the Rules of Court under the 
Judicature Acts suc portions of the Common Law Procedure 


Acts as it is considered should remain in force. 
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A TRANSFER will shortly take place of causes in the Chancery 
Division. Eighty causes will be transferred from Mr. Justice 
Curtrty to Mr. Justice Pearson, and thirty from the same judge 
to Vice-Chancellor Bacon. There will also be a transfer of 
twenty-five causes from Mr. Justice Fry, and of thirty from Mr. 
Justice Kay to Vice-Chancellor Bacon; so that the list of the 
learned Vice-Chancellor will be replenished with 85 causes, and 
that of Mr. Justice Curry will be relieved of 110 causes. 





Ir DAILY BECOMES more apparent that the number of the 
judges of the Chancery Division is insufficient for the work 
allotted to them. The list of Mr. Justice Currry is about to be 
relieved of 110 causes, but he will still have a goodly number 
left. During the present sittings he has not disposed of a single 
witness cause, and he does not intend to begin upon them until 
Tuesday, the 28th inst.—that is, more than three weeks after the 
commencement of the sittings. The interlocutory business in this 
court is so heavy that, with the exception of some short and 
unopposed causes, the whole of the sittings up to the present time 
has been taken up with that class of business. Next Tuesday, the 
21st inst., has been appointed for making a start with a list of 
heavy opposed petitions, which has long been accumulating. 
Many of the witness causes awaiting hearing before Mr. Justice 
Cutty have been set down more than twelve months. 





WE pvBLisH in another column a valuable letter on the 
Remuneration Order as it affects London solicitors, which bears out 
in every respect the views which have been urged in this journal 
ever since the Order appeared. We believe our correspondent is 
right in stating that the dissatisfaction with the Order is universal 
among London solicitors who have taken the trouble to consider it. 
Unfortunately, however, the London solicitor is a very busy man, 
and has little time to bestow on matters outside his office. The 
Order not being yet in force, he has not begun to feel its effects, 
and is too often inclined to push off the consideration of its 
complicated provisions to a more convenient season. It should be 
remembered, however, that if anything is to be done in the way 
of inducing the Tribunal to re-consider the more objectionable 

rovisions, it should be done at once, After the Order has come 
into force, it is probable that any protest against its fairness will 
be of little avail. 








THE POINTED REMARKS made by the Lord Chancellor to | 
the Lord Mayor on his presentation, with reference to the advisa- 
bility of abolishing the Guildhall sittings and holding the sittings | 
both for London and Middlesex at the Royal Courts of Justice, | 


appear to have borne fruit, for it is stated that the Law and City 
Courts Committee of the Corporation are about to consider the 
advisability of applying for an Order in Council that the trial of 
issues at Wisi Prius, which would be otherwise tried at the 
Guildhall, should be held at the Royal Courts of Justice. Under 
section 20 of the Courts of Justice Building Act, 1865, her Majesty 
is enabled by Order in Council, “ at the request of the Lord Mayor, 
Aldermen, and Commoners of the City of London in Common 
Council assembled, to direct that all or any issues or inquiries in 
cases at Visi Prius, which would otherwise be tried and executed 
within the County of the City of London, shall for ever thereafter, 
or for a time to be specified in such order, be tried and executed 
at the courts authorized to be erected by this Act;” and it is 
provided that, in the event of such order being made, the 
courts shall, for the purpose of giving jurisdiction to the sheriffs of 
London in relation to such trials and for the ing of jurors, 
&e., “ be deemed to be situate in the County of the City of London,” 
It will be seen that a request by the Common Co is I 
before any steps can be taken to carry out this provision of the 
Act, and that power is given to them to apply for, and to her 
Majesty to order, a temporary removal in order to test the expedi- 
ency of the change. It is greatly to be hoped that the request 
will be forthcoming. 





THE soLictrors of Great Yarmouth have taken a very sensible 
course with reference to the Remuneration Order. have 
issued a circular letter to the Provincial Law Societies and 
other members of the profession, pointing out that the 
tice of paying auctioneers by commission on the amount of the 
sales effected by them can, in their opinion, be no longer con- 
tinued, and asking for replies to a series of queries appended to 
the circular, relating to the practice as to remuneration, employ- 
ment, and payment of auctioneers ; as to whether any alteration is 
proposed to be made with regard to such remuneration consequent 
upon the Remuneration Order, and, in particular, whether it is 
contemplated that solicitors shall in future act as auctioneers ; 
and also asking generally for an expression of the views on the 
Order of the society or individual to whom the circular is sent. 
The repiies can hardly fail to afford valuable assistance to the Great 
Yarmouth solicitors in arriving at a decision as to the course they 
should take, but we suspect that, in not a few cases, the answer 
will be undecided. Everyone is waiting for the Incorporated Law 
Society to show some sign, but hitherto no sign has been publicly 
vouchsafed upon the matters of most ing concern. 
Council succeeded in thrusting sales under the Lands Clauses A: 
out of the scale, and have not yet done anything to atone for 
that blunder by affording assistance to their constituents in their 
difficulty as to the course to be adopted with reference to the fees 
for negotiation and conducting by auction. p fail 
to take any action to elicit and ex the views of the majority 
of London practitioners on these points, they will practically abdi- 
cate one of their most important functions. 





Lorp NorTHINGTON expressed an opinion in a case of Camden 
vy. Morton (cited from the Hill MSS. in 18 Ves. 118), that it is 
“ most unreasonable and unconscientious that a lessor should be 
paid rent for a house, the only subject of the demise, where the lessee 
is prevented by the accident of fire from enjoying it” And in 
Steele v. Wright (cited 1 T. R, 708), Lord Apsiey seems to have 
actually decided that, where the demised house is burned down, 
the tenant is not bound to pay rent until it is rebuilt. What would 


have been the result if, in 1773, when this case was decided, there 


had been an army of vigilant reporters anxious to before 
the profession every case involving a new point? As it happened, 
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however, Steele v. Wright was not reported, and when the Court 
of Exchequer came to consider the subject in 1796, in Hare v. 
Groves (3 Anstr. 687), they were able to brush aside the previous 

rted authority with the remark, “ Of Steele v. Wright we 
know nothing more than what may be collected from the loose 
mention of it in argument in Doe vy. Sandham,.” And since 
this case of Hare v. Groves the current of authority has 
been steadily against Lord Arstzy’s view. In a case 
which has excited great interest in the manufacturing 
districts, the Court of Appeal last week has practically, but, 
we think, unavoidably, widened the course of this current. They have 
affirmed the decision of Mr. Justice Currry in Marshall y. Scho- 
field (26 Sortcitors’ Journat, 314), that even in the case of a 
lease of “ room and power” in a mill at a single large rent, the 
power to be supplied by the lessor, the lessee is bound to pay the 
whole rent after the mill has been destroyed by fire. We do not see 
how any other decision could have been arrived at consistently 
with the ancient technical doctrine that, where a mixed payment 
of rent for land and something else is reserved, the whole rent is 
considered to issue out of the land alone. The lesson of the 
case is, of course, that the lessee should be careful to insert in a 
lease of room and power a proviso for suspension of rent in case 
of fire; or, if the lessor will not consent to that, to insist on the 
reservation of two separate rents, one for the room and the other 
for the power. 





Tue customs of the Stock Exchange cannot override an Act of 
Parliament. Suck: is the simple effect of the recent important case 
of Neilson v. James (L. R. 9 Q. B. D. 546), in which the Court of 
Appeal held, reversing the decision of STEPHEN, J., that “Leeman’s 
Act” (30 & 31 Vict. c. 29), s. 1, which ayoids all contracts for 
sale of bank shares in which the number of the shares or the 
name of the seller is not stated, is in full legal force, although 
habitually disregarded on the Bristol Stock Exchange, subject to 
the rules of which the contract was, as usual, made. The plaintiff 
being a shareholder, employed the defendant, a stockbroker, to 
sell seven West of England Bank shares. The defendant sold the 
shares to a jobber, and sent to the plaintiff a contract note, which 
omitted the necessary details. Before the “ name-day”’ the bank 
stopped, and the jobber, relying on the statute, inasmuch as the 
contract between him and the broker also omitted the necessary 
details, repudiated the contract. The plaintiff, remaining holder 
of worthless, or comparatively worthless, shares, sued his broker 
for the contract price, and the Court of Appeal has now held him 
entitled to recover, Corron, L.J., p ly abstaining from 
Ss Re ane on the further claim which the plaintiff had 

to be indemnified against calls. We understand that 
on the London Stock Exchange also the Act has long been a dead 
letter, and although bank failures are not now happily so frequent 
as they have been, it is of the utmost importance to all persons 
who may be likely to part with bank shares to take note of the 
decision. Of its correctness we have not a shadow of a doubt. 
The statute recites “ that it is expedient to make provision for the 
prevention of contracts for the sale and purchase of shares and 
stock im joint-stock banking companies of which the sellers are 
not possessed or over which they have no control,” and its object 
was obviously to t “rigging the market’’ and similar dis- 
honest tricks connected with Stock Exchange gambling. As was 
said by Lord Cotzrmesr, a “custom to be good must be lawful, 
and the defendant cannot, by disregarding the provisions of the 
Act of Parliament, profess to make a contract, and yet at the 
same time say that it is not really a contract becanse it is not a 
valid contraet by reason of the statute.” 





Ox two occastons during the present year we have drawn 
attention in these columns to the saving of duty in the case of 
leases for more than thirty-five years which is likely to result from 
the substitution in place of a lease of a mere ent for a lease, 
owing to the decision in Walsh v. Lonsdale cL. R. 21 Ch. D. 14). 
On each occasion we have been favoured with letters from corres- 
pondents anxious to point out that under the Stamp Act the duty 
on leases and for leases is the same. As the provision 
of section 96 of the Stamp Act appears not to be generally known, 


we may. point out, once for all, that it is only an agreement for a 
lease “‘for any term not exceeding thirty-five years,” which is to 
be charged with the same duty as if it were an actual lease. 





ry 


WE staTED last week that there were eighteen courts in the 
Royal Courts of Justice. That statement was perfectly correct 
as regards the rooms originally built for courts. But in addi- 
tion to these eighteen courts, a room formerly intended for a bar 
room, and situated.on the north side of the building, has been 
appropriated for the purposes of one division of the Court of 
Appeal. This room has the disadvantage of being lighted by 
windows overlooking Carey-street on one side, so that the pro- 
ceedings are likely to be disturbed by the noise of the traffic. As 
regards size and proportions it is very suitable for the new 
purpose to which it is to be put, but it is feared that it may not 
be free from echo. 





THE REFRESHMENT-ROOM at the Royal Courts of Justice, 
which, to the inconvenience of many practitioners, has been 
recently closed, owing to the expiration of the contract entered 
into two years ago, will be re-opened shortly. Messrs. Ber- 
TRAM & Roserts have taken a contract for the supply of refresh- 
ments throughout the entire building. 








THE SETTLED LAND ACT. 
II. 


Havine given in our former article some account of the persons 
by whom the powers conferred by the Act may be exercised, we 
shall now proceed to consider the nature of the powers them- 
selves, and the conditions subject to which they may be exer- 
cised, not including under the latter phrase the special precau- 
tions taken by the Act for the protection of the rights and 
interests of the remaindermen, which subject will be reserved for 
consideration at another time. 

For convenience of continued reference we shall number these 
powers consecutively. The enumeration of them commences in 
section 3, which provides that a tenant for life—including, of 
course, any of the persons in that behalf enumerated in our 
former article—may do f of the following things :— 


(1.) May sell the settled land, or_an or any ease- 
ment, right, or_ pri er_or in relation to the 


same (section 3, sub-section i.). 


But the principal mansion-house,—and the demesnes and other 
lands usually occupied therewith, cannot be sold without the con- 
sent of the trustees of the settlement or an_order of the court 
(section 15). 

This last-mentioned provision has been unfavourably criticised 
in the lay newspapers. We should incline to the opinion, that its 
importance, whether for good or for evil, has been much overrated. 
This is, perhaps, a reason for cancelling the restriction, upon the 
principle of cut dolet, meminit ; eui placet, obliviscitur. 

We may mention that a question has already been raised in 
practice, having reference to the future exercise of this power, so 
soon as the Act shall come into operation, by a tenant for life 
under an existing settlement. What, is the full’ i sale 


1a is the full meaning of thes 
of _an.easement over or in relation to certain specified land? It 
doubtless ine. wer to grant for valuable consideration a 


Seren enema Du oes it iticlude power to please for valu 
able consideration the enjoyment of an ewist ing easement, in 


respect to which the specified land is the dominant tenement 

Suppose the case of the erection of costly buildings in a crowded 
neighbourhood, which occupy the site of a former building 
having certain ancient lights; and that the windows in the new 
building do not tally in size and situation with the old ones. The 
neighbouring owners may be willing to execnte a grant of the 
new lights in return for the legal extinction of the right to the 
old lights ; but it may easily happen, by reason that the fee simple 
of the site of the new buildings is in strict settlement, that 


















| nobody is competent under the existing law to execute a release 
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of the latter. Will the tenant for life under the settlement 
acquire ‘such power upon the Ist of January next? If not, a 
power seems to have been omitted from the Act which might 
profitably have been inserted. We confess that to us the language 
above cited seems to be extremely ill adapted to include such a 
power. The reader may compare the language of section 21, sub- 
section (viii.) ; but this is, perhaps, better adapted to suggest that 
the question was not foreseen than to throw much light upon the 
answer which it should receive. We shall presently make some 
remarks upon the similar language contained in section 6. 

(2.) Where the settlement comprises a manor, the tenant for 
life may sell the seignory of any freehold land within the manor, 
or the freehold and inheritance of any copyhold or customary land, 
parcel of the manor, with or without the minerals and mining 
rights, so as, in every such case, to effect an enfranchisement 
(section 3, sub-section ii.). 

We suppose the first part of this exceedingly odd language to 
mean, that the tenant for life of a manor may release chief rents 
and other services incident to the tenure, and may also release the 
tenure itself, so as to extinguish the tenure and sever from the 
manor any lands to which it related. The word “ sell’ seems, 
in its proper use, to imply that something passes from the vendor 
to the purchaser ; but, under such circumstances as above sup- 
posed, the seignory is capable of nothing but extinction. 

The lutter part of the above-cited language seems to contem- 
plate what is commonly called the enfranchisement of copyholds 
and customary freeholds. The last words, “so as, in every such 
case, to effect an enfranchisement,” can only apply to these, not to 


_ eases in which the seignory appertains to freeholds, which, 


of course, neither require nor. are susceptible of “ enfranchise- 
ment.” 

(3.) The tenant for life may make an exchange of the settled 
land, or any part thereof, for other land, including an exchange 
in consideration of money paid for equality of exchange (section 3, 
sub-section iii.). 

Here, also, the language is not very felicitously clear. We take 
the last part of the provision to signify that the transaction may 
be either in the nature of an exchange, properly so called, or may 
be in the nature of a purchase of land, made for a consideration 
composed partly of land and partly of money. We also infer from 
some other passages in the Act that in the latter case the equality 
money may be either paid or received, as the case may require, by 
the tenant for life. Section 21, sub-section (iv.), provides that 
capital moneys “arising under this Act,” may be applied, among 
other things, “in payment for equality of exchange”; and sec- 
tion 18 provides that, where money is required, among other 
things, “ for equality of exchange,” the tenant for life may raise it 
by mortgage. This shows that the tenant for life may - pay 
equality money. Section 4, sub-section (2), which provides that 
every exchange shall be made for the best consideration in land, 
or in land and money, seems to show that the tenant for life may 
receive the equality money upon an exchange. 

(4.) Where the settlement comprises an undivided share in land, 
or, under the settlement, the settled land has come to be held in 
undivided shares, the tenant for life may concur in making parti- 
tion of the entirety, including a partition in consideration 
of “Bien! paid for equality of partition (section 3, sub-section 
iy.). 

We infer, for reasons similar to those above given, with 
reference to the case of an exchange, that the tenant for life may 
either pay or receive money for equality of partition (see 
section 18, and section 4, sub-section 2.). We doubt whether 
the two cases (1) where the settlement comprises an undivided 
share of land, and (2) where, under the settlement, the settled 
land has come to be held in undivided shares, ought not to have 
been treated separately. As the matter stands, since, by virtue 
of section 2 (6‘, several persons entitled for concurrent interests 
form only one tenant for life, it does not seem clear that, in the 
latter case, the tenant for life of each separate undivided share is 
intended to have, in relation to that share, the same powers with 
regard to partition as he would have had if that share -had 
originally been solely comprised in the settlement, so as to be, in 
ner maton. of the Act, “ the settled land,” 

oney required for enfranchisement, or for equality of ex- 
change or’ partition, may be raised by mortgage; (section 18). 





These are the only purposes for which mortgages are authorised 
by the Act. 

(5.) By section 5 the tenant for life is empowered, with the 
consent of the incumbrancer, to shift any incumbrance from. land 
sold or given in exchange, or on partition, to any of 
the settled land, in exoneration of the part sold, &e.; al by 
conveyance of the fee simple, or other estate or interest the sub- 
ject of the settlement, or by creation of a term of years in the 
settled land, or otherwise, make provision accordingly.” We sup- 
pose the words which we have placed between inverted commas 
to mean that the tenant for life may convey the “ other part,” for 
any estate or interest not exceeding the whole estate or interest 
comprised in the settlement, to the incumbrancer by way of 
mortgage to secure payment of his claims under the in- 
cumbrance. 

Land purchased with capital money “ arising under’’ the Act 
may be made a substituted security for anyincumbrance from which 
land sold has been released (section 24, sub-section 4); but only 
when such land was purchased with money arising from the sale 
of land which was before the sale subject to the incumbrance, or 
‘was acquired by the exchange or partition of land which (or an 
undivided share of which) was previously subject to the incum- 
brance (ibid., sub-section 5). 

The Act next deals with leasing powers, which are, perhaps, 
likely to be used in practice more frequently than any of the 
other powers conferred by it. 

(6.) A tenant for life may lease the settled land, or any part, 
(but not the principal mansion-house and demesnes, &e., except 
by consent of trustees or by order of court), or any easement, 
right, or privilege of any kind, over or in relation to the same, 
for any purpose whatever, whether involving waste or 
not, on building lease for not exceeding ninety-nine years; on 
mining lease for not exceeding sixty years; and on any other 
kind of lease for not exceeding twenty-one years (section 6), 

And with permission of the court, to be given under 
circumstances, a building or mining lease may be made for any 
term, or may be granted in perpetuity (section 10). 

It is to be observed that the above-cited language respecting the 
leasing of an easement, closely follows that of section 3 respecting 
the sale of an easement. It would be impossible, or at least very 
difficult, to contend that the above-described power of leasing 
authorizes the suspension, during a term, of an easement enjoyed 
by the settled land as dominant tenement ; and this seems toafford 
some argument against supposing that the power of sale authorizes 
the release in perpetuity of such an easement. But the question 
does not appear tc have been foreseen, and, therefore, its solution 
cannot be confidently predicted. 

Various provisions are made to secure the proper exercise of the 
powers of leasing, into which we need not enter at present; but 
we may remark that the power to make a building lease at a 
peppercorn rent for the first five years of the term, which we kave 
always thought monstrous when imported by the Conveyancing 
Act into a mortgage, and conferred upon the mortgagor, seems to 
be comparatively free from objection when imported by the 
present Act into a settlement, and conferred upon the tenant for 
life: see section 8, sub-section (2). 

(7.) By section 12 a tenant for life is empowered to make leases 
(i.) to give effect to contracts for leases entered into by his 
predecessors in title where such leases, if made by the predecessor, 
would have bound his successors ; (ii.) to give effectto covenants 
for renewal, performance whereof could be enforeed against him ; 
and (iii.) to confirm a voidable ‘lease ; “ but so that every lease, 
as and when confirmed, shall be such a lease as might at the date 
of the original lease have been lawfully granted, under this Act, 
or otherwise, as the case may require.”’ 

It may be doubted whether this section is not superfluous ; 
but it may be a prudent precaution to forestall doubts whens | 
what is not strictly necessary. The words between im 
commas are perhaps somewhat obscure. Can they be intended 
to provide, that both the maker of the voidable lease, and also the 
person confirming it, shall, at the dates of their respective acts, be 
entitled to grant the lease as its terms stand at the time of confirma- 
tion ? 

(8.) By section 18 a tenant for life is empowered to accept, with 
or without consideration, a surrender of any lease, whether made 
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under the Act or not; and such surrender may relate to the 
whole, or only part of the land comprised in the lease. On a 
partial surrender, the rent may be apportioned ; and on the grant 
of a new lease, the value of the lessee’s interest under the sur- 
rendered lease may be taken into account in fixing the rent. 

(9.) By section 14 a tenant for life of a manor comprised in the 
settlement, is empowered to licence the copyholders to make any 
such leases of their copyhold lands “ as the tenant for life ts by 
this Act empowered to make of freehold land.” 

A copyholder cannot, except by special custom of the manor, 
lease his copyhold for longer than a year without a licence in that 
behalf from the lord. Any attempt to lease for a longer term 
operates a forfeiture. 

Though the tenant for life of a manor is empowered to licence 
leases of copyholds of the manor which may endure beyond the 
term of his own interest in the manor, yet it will be seen that, as 
regards manors which are not comprised in the settlement, the 
Act shows an intention to avoid encroaching on the rights of the 
lord. The leasing powers of the tenant for life of lands seem to ex- 
tend only to freeholds, not to copybolds. The words which we have 
placed in italics are, we believe, the first indication given by the 
Act of this restriction ; the reader will in vain search the previous 
sections devoted to powers of leasing for any hint of it. We think 
that a restriction of such importance ought to have been much 
much more clearly expressed ; if, indeed, it can be said to have 
been expressed at all. Our inference as to the existence of the 
restriction seems also to follow, though not too obviously, from 
some of the language of section 20. ‘That section deals with the 
general question of the validity of conveyances and leases made in 
pursuance of the Act; and sub-section (2), (i), provides that 
these shall be subject to “ all estates, interests, and charges having 
priority to the settlement.” We think that these words will 
probably be held to include the rights of the lord in relation to 
copyholds, though they are not very well adapted to the purpose. 

(10.) Section 16 empowers the tenant for life, in connection 
with a sale or grant or lease for building purposes, to appropriate 
and lay out for the general benefit of the residents on the settled 
land, any parts thereof for streets, gardens, &c., and to make 
arrangements for their continued repair and maintenance. 

Deeds executed for giving effect to this section may be inrolled 
in the Central Office of the Supreme Court. The reader will 
remember that section 2 of the Conveyancing Act, 1882, which 
makes provision for official searches in the Central Office, does 
not apply to deeds inrolled under any statute. 

_(11.) A tenant for life, impeachable for waste in respect of 
timber, may, on obtaining the consent of the trustees of the 
settlement, or an order of the court, cut and sell “ timber ripe and 
fit for cutting” (section 35). 

Since one-quarter of the net proceeds of sale are allowed by the 
Act to go as rents and profits, it is obvious that a tenant for life, 
impeachable for waste, ought not to be left to his own unassisted 
opinion as to what timber on the land is “ ripe and fit for cutting.”’ 
Some of our readers may perhaps fail to see why the Act makes 
the tenant for life this gratuitous present out of the pocket of the 
remainderman, instead of giving him only what belongs to him 
under the existing law—viz., the annual dividends of any invest- 
ments senting the money; or giving him what he might 
obtain by a judicious exercise of the powers of the Act—viz., the 
inereased income resulting from judicious application of the 
money in improvement of the land. 

A similar gift (more reasonably) is made in respect of moneys 
received as mining rents (see section 11). 

We may remark that the meaning of the epithets “ ripe and fit 
for cutting,” as applied to timber, has not yet been ascertained 
with exact precision, and that some difficulty may be experi- 
eneed in practically interpreting this provision. 

(12.) Section 31, with considerable minuteness of detail, 
empowers a tenant for life to make, vary, rescind, and accept 
surrenders of, contracts for any of the above-mentioned purposes 
of the Act. 

(13.) The tenant for life of land, with which personal chattels 
devolve under a trust, may, ucder an order of the court, sell such 
ey oe (section 37). 

chattels are often, but improperly, styled heirlooms. Th 
would yest absolutely in the ot anion fo tail who imeden 





entitled in possession to the land. The money arising from their 
sale may be invested in other chattels to be held upon the same 
trusts; but, unless this is done, the money is treated as capital 
money arising in any other way, and the peculiar interest of the 
first tenant in tail so becoming entitled is not spesially protected. 

A tenant for life whose interest relates to an undivided share 
of land may concur with any person having power to dispose of 
any other undivided share, “‘in any manner and to any extent 
necessary or proper for any purpose of this Act” (section 19). 

The Act has done its best to prevent the tenant for life from 
being, either by his own act or by the act of anyone else, deprived 
of the powers which it confers upon him. By section 50 it is 
provided that these powers shall not be capable of assignment 
(including assignment by operation of law) or release; and that 
they shall remain exerciseable by the tenant for life, after and 
notwithstanding any assignment, by operation of law or otherwise, 
of his estate or interest under the settlement. And any contract 
by tenant for life not to exercise any of the powers is void (sub- 
section 2). Some doubt may, perhaps, be felt whether the 
powers in question ought to be exerciseable by a bankrupt tenant 
for life. But the provision seems to be quite in accordance with 
the general policy of the Act; which is, in fact, not to protect 
settlements, but to relax them so far as was thought by its authors 
to be necessary for the public good. If the tenant for life has 
assigned his interest for value, he cannot exercise the powers to 
the prejudice of the assignee; but, unless the assignee is in 
possession, his consent is not necessary to the making of leases, 
provided they be made at the best rent reasonably obtainable and 
without fine. Section 51 makes void any provision contained in a 
settlement, by which any attempt is made either to restrain the 
tenant for life from exercising the powers, or to punish him for 
their exercise by forfeiture. But in exercising the powers the 
tenant for life is, as regards the other parties entitled under the 
settlement, generally subject to the duties and liabilities of a 
trustee (section 53). 

The foregoing account, we believe, will be found to exhaust the 
list of means open to a tenant for life, whereby, under the 
powers conferred by the Act, moneys, whether regarded as capital 
moneys or as income, can be raised by the tenant for life. To 
moneys which come under the head of income, he is of course 
entitled during his tenancy. The next subject for consideration is 
the division of moneys into capital moneys and income, and the 
methods in which the former may be employed under the Act. 
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SHOULD THE LODGER FRANCHISE BE 

RETAINED ? ; 
I, 


WE have, on a previous occasion, intimated our objection to this 
franchise owing to the great difficulties attaching to it from a 
legal point of view. It may, at first sight, appear a very reasonable 
thing that there should be such a qualification. Its introduction 
was one of those matters that give the legislator and the political 
journalist an opportunity for a little plausible congratulation of 
self or the party on the removal of a long-standing anomaly and 
so forth, but the practical legal difficulties and mischiefs that this 
qualification entuils are probably never dreamed of except by those 
who are familiar with the work of registration in practice. From 
the information we have on the subject we believe that the —_— 
tion with regard to this franchise has opened the door widely to 
a most lamentable laxity of statement, and to the manufacture of 
qualifications of an extremely shaky and unsatisfactory nature. 
To what extent this opening is used must be uncertain, but there 
it is, ready for the unscrupulous if they choose to use it. We fear 
that it is hopeless to the abolition of this franchise; there 
is so much unpopularity involved in the suggestion of the abolition 
of a franchise ; but, nevertheless, we firmly believe that it ought 
to be abolished, and, notwithstanding the slenderness of our hopes, 
we will proceed to explain our objections to the qualification at 
some length. 

To begin with, it is impossible to contend that a system 
of representation must be condemned because it does not 
give the franchise to every person presumably capable of its exercise 
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with discretion. ents are not wanting to show that a man 
who has property invested in the public securities cf the country 
may have as great a stake in the good government of the country, 
and that he is presumably as likely to be a man of sound practical 
discretion, as a man who happens to occupy a house. The same might 
be said of the payment of so much income tax as a possible qualifica- 
tion for the franchise. And many other such qualifications might be 
suggested. But the sense of the country has, except in the case 
of the’lodger franchise, rejected what have been somewhat con- 
temptuously called “fancy” franchises. It is hardly within our 
province to discuss the question whether this rejection has been 
wise, but we refer to it as showing that it has been deemed im- 
possible in practice to adopt all qualifications which may show the 
existence of a stake in the good government of the country, or the 
presumable capacity to exercise the franchise with wisdom and 
discretion. If, therefore, it can be shown that the working of the 
lodger franchise is attended with such unavoidable mischief and 
difficulty, from a legal point of view, as to render it an undesirable 
franchise, we do not think that an irrefraguble answer is afforded 
by the suggestion that great numbers of lodgers are very fit 
persons to have votes. 

Few will deny, we think, that the most indispensable 
requisite of a qualification is that it should be one of which 
the existence is capable of being clearly and easily ascer- 
tained. The great difficulty that attends the lodger franchise, 
at any rate as at present established, is the difficulty of defining, 
and ascertaining with certainty, the existence of the qualification, 
and this difficulty is two-fold, one branch of it arising from the 
existence or non-existence of the qualification being, in the nature 
of things, difficult to ascertain, even assuming the production of 
all the practically available evidence on the matter; the other 
arising from the impossibility of procuring, in many cases, the 
necessary evidence. The qualification is the occupation by the 
claimant a4-¢_lodger of lodgings of the annual value of £10 to 
let unfurnished for a certain time. First of all comes the 
much-vexed question, what is a lodger? We will not 
discuss this question at length, as it has been discussed 
by the judges in many judgments. The result of their lan- 
guage, irreverently paraphrased, is, in substance, very much like 
saying that only revising barristers can tell whether people are 
lodgers or householders, There is, however, not only the ques- 
tion whether a man is a householder or a lodger, but the question 
whether there is any distinction to be drawn between a boarder 
and a lodger for this purpose, and, if so, where the distinction is 
to be drawn. Every revising barrister who has had to revise a 
large borough knows the difficulty to which we refer. It is a 
very common thing for a man to occupy a bedroom exclusively, 
and to board with the family of his landlord. Assuming that the 
bedroom alone is worth £10 a year unfurnished, is this man a 
lodger within the meaning of the statute conferring the franchise ? 
We do not see how he can be excluded from the definition of a 
lodger, as there is no technical sense of the word “ lodger,” and, 
if the popular sense of the word is to be considered, we believe 
that the great bulk of the lower middle classes mean, in most 
cases, by the word “lodger,” a person who boards in this way. 
The fact that the householder retains a certain control over the 
bedroom is immaterial, for that is, according to the decisions, not 
only not fatal, but is absolutely essential, to the status of a 
“lodger.” But then this state of things arises. The supposed 

“lodger’s landlord or landlady, as the case may be, is his father or 
his mother, or his uncle or his aunt. It is impossible, or very 
difficult, to say that the mere fact of the relationship prevents the 
existence of the status of a lodger when, in a similar case in the 
absence of such a relationship it would exist. The common 
practice in the case of families of moderate means is that the 
son, living at home, in the receipt of wages, contributes a certain 
sum to the family resources in respect of his board and 
lodging. It is impossible not to feel an uneasy consciousness that 
to hold this sort of boarder to be a lodger is giving the enactment 
a good stretch, but, on the other hand, it is difficult to find out 
any ar solute solution of continuity. If a person who boards in 
another’s house is qualified in respect of the bedroom which he 
occupies exclusively, if of the necessary value, practically it is im- 

ossible to exclude the case of these family arrangements, and yet 
it is impossible to avoid seeing that opportunity is thus afforded for 





the manufacture of very doubtful qualifications. The truth is, that 
what constitutes the status of a lodger is in its nature so indefinite 
as not to afford a good legal basis for a qualification. 

Then, again, the question of value gives rise in practice 
to almost insurmountable difficulties, and this question, 
too, arises in an aggravated form in connection with the 
class of cases to which we have already referred. We may 
be told that this difficulty is met in practice by revising 
barristers. We can only say that we believe it to be met, as 
it is alone possible to meet it, by the application of an arbitrary, 
rough-and-ready method such as really amounts to legislation on 
the part of the revising barrister. Of course, when rooms are 
actually let unfurnished, the rent affords a ready and satisfactory 
test of value, but these cases are generally a small minority, and 
in most instances the rooms are let furnished, or a lump sum is 
paid for board and lodging. Under these circumstances, how is 
the value of the lodgings to let unfurnished to be determined, 
bearing in mind that the barrister has hundreds of cases to investi- 
gate? There never is—it is doubtful whether, in the nature of 
things, there could be—any evidence in the nature of expert evid- 
ence as to the general letting value of rooms similar to the rooms 
in question, such as the evidence of skilled valuers in the case of 
valuations of house property. Strictly speaking, in order to 
eliminate the value of the rooms, the nature and value of the 
particular furniture in question, and the percentage to be allowed 
for rent of that must be investigated, and in the case of board 
being included, the extent and nature of the provisions supplied, 
the amount of gas, firing, washing, and such like. It will be 
quite obvious to any reasonable person that it is utterly 
impracticable to go into such matters at a revision court, 
and that the revising barrister would be no nearer com- 
ing to a satisfactory conclusion if he did go into them. We 
believe, from our own knowledge of what takes place at a revision 
court, and inquiry, that practically some rough scale is, in most 
cases, adopted, according to which a minimum amount is taken, 
in the case of sums paid for furnished lodgings, or for board and 
lodgings together, as including the necessary value for the 
lodgings only. But this is obviously very unsatisfactory. 
Different revising barristers may take different views, and the 
qualification be thus rendered quite different in one borough from 
the qualification in another. It is obviously extremely difficult, 
in many cases, to estimate the value of rooms on such a letting as 
appears to be contemplated by the statute, for the simple reason 
that they are not so let. We take it, that on a strict construction 
of the language of the Act, the rooms must be worth £10 if let as 
bare rooms with fixtures and the use, probably, of certain other 
parts of the house essential to all lodgings; but, in most cases, 
where lodgings are let, they are let with the addition of other 
conveniences and advantages, such as cooking and a certain 
amount of attendance, the supply of gas, and such like matters, 
or, in. some cases, they are let with the facility for being boarded 
as well, and it is doubtful whether they could be let at all, and 
certainly not at the rent of £10 annually, without any such 
conveniences and advantages, even in cases where with them they 
let for much above the statutory limit. We do not believe 
that revising barristers generally take strict views on this question 
of value. If they did we believe much dissatisfaction would be 
created, as, in our opinion, the result would be to thin out the 
ranks of the lodger voters at any rate, in some towns, very 
considerably, and to eliminate from them many persons who, if 
this franchise is to exist at all, are as fit for its exercise as most 
people. Of course, it may be said that the burthen of proof is on 
the claimant of the vote, and if the revising barrister is not 
satisfied by really sufficient legal evidence of the value he must 
reject the claim ; but we suppose that if the revising barrister took 
a stringent course he must disallow ninety-nine out of every 
lb tw a claims. This would be to defeat the intention of 
the Legislature, and practically there is much difficulty in applying 
so stringent a mode of treatment in a revision court. ; 

We are leaving at present out of consideration the working of 
the provision of the Act of 1878, by which the lodger’s claim is 
made primd facie evidence of his right—one of the most extra- 
ordinary pieces of legislation ever devised. dl me to deal 
with that hereafter, when dealing with the branch of the 


difficulty attendant upon the lodger franchise, The objections 
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we have been considering relate rather to the uncertainty of the 
_ qualificatidi, assuming that all the evidence of the facts that is 
practically eer is produced. In a subsequent article we 
propose to deal with the difficulties arising from the non-production 
of evidence of the facts, 








CORRESPONDENCE. 


THE REMUNERATION ORDER. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.) 


Sir,—I think the suggestion made by ‘‘ A Solicitor” in his letter to 
you of the 6th inst., and which appears in your issue of the 11th inst., 
is one which, if possible, should be carried into effect, and a meeting 
of London solicitors should be called to consider the Remuneration 
Order with a view to its modification. In twenty years’ experience in 3 
London office I recollect but one case in which the negotiation fee could 
possibly have been charged in the terms of the Order, and I am not 
certain that in that case the solicitor could be said to have ‘‘ arranged 
the price,” for the client was consulted before each new offer was made 
and the amount of the advance in price agreed on. The negotiation 
fee, so far as London solicitors are concerned, is a fallacy. 

Again, the fact that most of the properties with which London solici- 
tors have to deal are situated in Middlesex throws upon them the extra 

sibility of searching the Middlesex Registry, and the extra work 
involved in the preparation, execution, and registration of a memorial ; 
why should not provision be made for this extra work as is the case in 
the scale of legal charges contained in the rules of building societies? 
London and country solicitors are not on the same footing in this 
t. 

e provision as to a solicitor being unable to charge for his work 
connected with a sale by auction, if a commission be paid to an auctioneer, 
is unjust inthe extreme. Say a house is sold by auction for £600; can 
it be maintained thatasum of £9 is a sufficient remuneration to a solici- 
tor for instructions, perusing the deeds, preparing the conditions of sale 
and attending the sale ; deducing the title, including the preparation of 
an abstract of, say, ten or fifteen sheets, approving the draft conveyance, 
and completing the matter? The amount is absurd. 

The constitution of the tribunal for the framing of the Order is most 
unfortunate, as it can be offering no disrespect to the judges sitting on 
it to say that they cannot possibly have a special knowledge of the 
matters upon which they are called to decide. A committee of taxing 
masters and solicitors would have formed a much fairer tribunal. 

I am sure the London solicitors would accept with gladness a fair and 
equitable scale of charges, but the scale sanctioned by the late Order is 
neither fair nor equitable, and, in common justice, should be altered. I 
trust some influential body or solicitor will take the lead in this matter, 
and convene a meeting of London solicitors with a view to a modification 
of the Order, and I am sure the support of the general body of London 
practitioners may be counted on, for their dissatisfaction with the Order 
is, so far as I know, universal. W. T. Watuezr. 

2, Duke-street, Adelphi, W.C., Nov. 16. 





[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.) 


Sir,—I enclose copy of a circular letter and questions which the pro- 
fession here have sent to the Associated Provincial Law Societies and 
other members of the profession. F. Dansy-Pautmenr, Hon. Sec. 

Great Yarmouth, Nov. 15. 


[The following are the circular and questions referred to by our 


correspondent :— 
Great Yarmouth, Norfolk, 15th November, 1882. 
Dear 8ir,~—The Committee of Solicitors practising in this town, 
having held a meeting to consider the probable effect of the provisions 
of the Solicitors’ Remuneration Act, 1881, and the orders issued under 
it, with regard to the costs to be allowed in conveyancing matters, 
request me to send you the enclosed queries, which they will be much 
obliged if you will answer and return to me at your early convenience, 
Auctioneers have hitherto been paid in this district by commission on 
the amount of the sales effected by them, a practice to which our com- 
mittee would specially draw your attention, as it appears to them that 
payment to auctioneers in that form, in the interest of our profession, 
can be no longer retained.—I am, faithfully yours, 
F. Danzy-Patmer, Hon, Sec. 
1,—Has your society taken intc its consideration the orders issued 
a Solicitors’ Remuneration Act, 1881, and, if so, with what 
t 
2.—How are auctioneers remunerated in your town and district in 
respect of sales of real estates, and on what scale ? 


ration consequent upon the provisions of the above-named Rules and 

Act. 

4, Is it contemplated that solicitors should in future act as auction- 

eers in your district, in respect of matters in which they are profession- 

ally concerned ? 

5.—Are auctioneers in your district generally employed and paid by 
the client selling the property, or by their solicitors ? 

6.—The committee will be glad of any suggestions or remarks arising 
upon or from the above questions, or which your society may consider to 
bear upon the points raised by any of them.] 





THE SETTLED LAND ACT, 1882. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.} 


Sir,—A case which has recently occurred in actual practice raises a 
point with regard to the interpretation of the Settled Land Act, 1882, 
to which, so far as I am aware, attention has not yet been drawn, and 
which, I think, is of some interest. 

A lady, seised of land in fee simple in possession, dies, leaving her 
husband, who’becomes tenant by the curtesy, and an infant son, her 
heir-at-law. It is desired to sell the land. 

Section 58 (viii.) of the Act enumerates a tenant by the curtesy 
amongst the limited owners who are to have the powers of a tenant for 
life under the Act. Section 45, however, provides that a tenant for life, 
when intending to make a sale, is to give notice of his intention to the 
trustees of the settlement, and to their solicitor, before the making of 
the sale, or of a contract for the same. The meaning of this provision 
is, perhaps, not free from doubt, but I have elsewhere (Settled Land 
Statutes, p. 89) ventured to suggest that the true construction thereof is 
that where there are no trustees of the settlement (or only one such 
trustee) it will be necessary for the tenant for life to appoint, or cause to 
be appointed, trustees, to whom the prescribed notice may be giver. 

The 38th section empowers the court to appoint “ fit” persons to be 
trustees under the settlement for purposes of the Act. But in the case 
before us the estate of the quasi-tenant for life arises by the operation of 
the common law, and there is no “settlement” (see definition of settle- 
ment in section 2) under which trustees can be appointed by the court or 
otherwise. 

Under these circumstances, one of two alternative consequences would 
seem necessarily to follow: either, that, though by the Act the powers of 
a tenant for life thereunder are given to the tenant by the curtesy, they 
are in his case latent and incapable of exercise, inasmuch as the con- 
ditions necessary for their exercise do not exist, and no power is given 
by the Act to call such conditions into existence; cr, that a tenant by 
the curtesy has far greater and more unrestricted powers than an 
ordinary tenant for life under a settlement, inasmuch as the former may 
sell or otherwise dispose of the settled land without giving any notice to 
any trustee or other person. : 

But if the latter view be adopted, ‘may it not be extended so as to 
affect the interpretation of the provisions of the 45th section? It may 
be urged that, if it is to be held that a tenant by the curtesy, inasmuch 
as there are no trustees, can exercise his powers without reference to any 
trustees, it is unreasonable to-construe the 45th section so as to impose 
restrictions as to notice upon a tenant for life under a settlement, of 
which there are no trustees (or only one trustee) within the meaning of 
the Act, and that, consequently, the obligations prescribed by that 
section are only to apply to cases where there are two or more “ existiag 
trustees of the settlement” at the time the tenant for life forme an 
intention of exercising his powers. L. G. Gorpon Rossrns. 

4, Stone-buildings, Lincoln’s-inn, Nov. 16. 





THE OPTION TO CHOOSE YOUR JUDGE, 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal. ] 


Sir,—It is certainly worth considering whether it would not be wise to 
deprive the plaintiff in a chancery action of the privilege he now enjoys 
of choosing his own judge. At present, if the counsel who settles the 
writ exercises the choice, the action is set down before a judge thought 
the most likely to take a favourable view of the plaintiff's case. If the 
solicitor choose, regard is taken of the judges’ chambers in which the 
solicitor considers he has the most influence, and can, therefore, the most 
easily gain a victory over the defendant. Naturally, the defendant is 
never asked what judge he would prefer, or what chamber staff he would 
choose to appear before | in those cases where a solicitor repre- 
sents all parties, whatever advantage is gained “from the present system 
is an advantage to the plaintiff, and, in the same degree, a disadvantage 
to the defendant. low 

It is uot, as “A London Solicitor” seems to think, a question of 
equalization of work, but a question of justice. Indeed, the adoption of 
a method of strict rotation would a rigeens4 result in a still greater 
inequality than at present in the number of cases awaiting trial before 
the judges. Each judge would, it is trae, have precisely the same 





3.—Is it proposed to make any alteration with regard to such remune- 





number of actions assigned to him. But differences in age, in learning, 
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in being quick to apprehend, or slow to decide, in being sent on circuit, 
or being put on “ half-time,” like the courts of Mr. Justice Fry and 
Vice-Chancellor Hall before the Long Vacation—these circumstances 
would cause more inequality in the number of actions before the judges 
than the present system does. But causes could be transferred then as 
now. 

It appears to me, as I have said, simply a matter of justice. Ought 
the defendant to be obliged to defend himself in a court and before 
judges chosen by the plaintiff, who hes miade the choice solely because 
he believes it will prove most favourable to himself ? 

A Q.C.’s Crznx. 





MARRIED WOMEN’S PROPERTY ACT, 1870. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ .Journal.] 


Sir,—The note below seems to furnish your correspondent “ Inquirer ” 
with an answer to his inquiry in to-day’s Journat. It appears in The 
Married Women’s Property Act, 1870, with notes by J. R. Griffith, 
a aa 1871, pp. 10, 11 (note d.). J. W. 

Noy. 11. ‘ 


Marzirep Women’s Property Act, 1870.—On the death of the wife 
intestate the husband will succeed to her real estate as tenant by the 
curtesy where such right exists ; and to her personal estate, if in action, 
as her administrator (Bondley v. Fielder, 2 My. & K. 57), if in possession, 
in his marital right (Molony v. Kennedy, 10 Sim. 254), subject as to such 
personal estate to the payment of her debts. 





TOUTING. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.] 


DIFFICULTIES.—A tradesman, recently involved in legal matters and pecuni 

respects’ worthy of coulidgnse. Address, Gratitude, Bor 2000, Postal Department 
—, 9 x > ) 

i thily Telegraph,” Fleet-street, E.C. 

Sir,—I cut the enclosed out of the Daily Telegraph, and, as this kind 
of “ touting ” seems considerably on the increase, I forward it to you. 

Would it not be satisfactory if some one wrote to this grateful adver- 
tiser for the name of this “ clever and conscientious solicitor ’’ (?)—but, 
perhaps, he would think the inquirer not ‘‘ worthy of confidence.” 

November 15. E. J. G. 
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LeGcacy FREE OF ALL Dezpuctions—Depuction or Income Tax— 
OngHAT In OF ORDER MADE ‘ Gari THE FurtHeR OnDER oF THE CouRT” 
—RKes JupicaTa.—In a case of Leareth v. Marriott, ore the Court of 
Appeal on the 10th inst., a question arose as to the liabi an_annuitant 
to pay income tax, the annuity being directed by t id_free 

¥ y t oun, ho died D 00 é irected 
h i, Out of certain real and residuary personal estate, to pay to his 
widow such an annual sum as, with her settlement funds, would produce to her 
a clear annual income of £1,500 ; and the testator declared that no deduction 
should be made from any of the legacies given by bis will for the legacy tax or 
any other matter, cause, or thing whatsoever. There was another point raised 
as to the operation of the words, ‘‘ until the further order of the court,” in- 
serted in a decree; for it appeared that in 1861 Wood, V.C., made an 
order in the suit, which was one instituted in 1856 for the administration of 
the testator’s estate, whereby directions were given that a sum of £71, which 
had been deducted by the trustees in respect of succession duty upon the 
annuity should be made good to the widow, and whereby it was further 
ordered that the annuity should be paid by half-yearly payments, on the days 
therein named, “ until the further order of the court,” out of certain specified 
funde, free of all@deductions except ineome tax. The annuity had, accordingly, 
been paid down to the present time with the income tax deducted. In 
consequence, however, of the recent decision in Jn re Bannerman, Bannerman 
v. Young (51 L. J. Ch. 449), the annuitant Xap a Pasa asking for a 
declaration that she was entitled to her annuity without deduction for income 
tax, and that the deductions made upon that account, amounting to more than 
£800, t be made good out of the testator’s residuary estate. Bacon, V.C., 
held the matter was not res judicata)by{reason of the order made in 1861, 
and made the order asked by the petition: seo 30 W. R, 884. It further 
that several of the persons interested in reversion in the residue of the 
had settled their shares and that othershadsoldtheirs. TheCourt 
sent MN and Corton, L.J.) now reversed the Vice-Chancellor’s 
. JEssEL, M.R., in giving judgment, said that the question of income tax 
to have been already decid 





’, 
testator’s 
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appeared ed as between these parties by the order 
made in 1861. The plaintiff, who was an annuitant, claimed payment against 
the executors by asking for an administration decree, The usual administra- 
tion decree was made and the annuity was provided for. Then it appeared 
that, at firet, the trustees deducted both succession duty and income tax. But 
the order made in 1861 direoted the amount deducted for sticcession duty to 

and for the payment of the annuity until further 
deductions except income tax. That was equivalent to a 
) 


V.C., because he corrected the mistake which had been made about the suc- 
cession duty, and ordered the other deduction to continue. Since then some of 
the legatees bad settled and others had sold their reversionary interests io the 
residue, and these things had been done upon the footing of that order. It 
was a plain case of decision. But for the satisfaction of the parties bis lord- 
thip added that, subject to anything that might have been addressed te the 
court by way of argument, he was of opinion that the order made in 1 
was perfectly right. Corron, L.J., sald that the order of the 12th’ 

1861, was a clear decision on the rights of the parties. That order 

for the refunding of an amount which had been deducted by way of successic 
duty, bat ordered the deduction to continue with respect to income 
was urged that that was only until farther order; but jntbatiee th 


as to the rights of the parties and temporary only as the 
making the payments—tbat was, half-yearly out of certain funds. His 
thought, therefore, that the petitioner was precluded from raising the qui 
now. His lordship added that he in no way dissented from the opinion 
rig been exp Bol - bread the — = “ not es A 

own opinion without i e ment; and it was 
suggestion of the Master of thet Rolls that he said this for the satisfaction fect 
the parties. That was his opinion, however, subject to argument. 
Tors, A. F. § R. W. Tweedie ; Park Nelson, Morgan §& Gemmell. 


Practice—Repemption Drecrre—Mortcacsr’s Accounts—Power To 
SUBP@NA WITNESSES AFTER DecREE.—In & cise of Raymond v. Tapson, 
before the Court of Appeal on the 10th inst., a question srose as to the right 
to subpena witnesses, after decree, without leave of the court. The plain- 
tiff had obtained a redemption decree, and accounts were being taken in 
chambers. The saine solicitor, a Mr. Gill, bo gen | at Pl , had 
for both the mortgagor and mortgagee ; and liad received the rents and 
accounts. The plaintiff desired to put in evidence an account kept by Mr. 
This was rejected. The plaintiff then issued a sudpena to Mr. Gill in order 
that he might, by examination of him, prove the account. Mr. Gill attended 
upon the subpoena, but he, as well as the defendant, objected to his examina- 
tion, upon the ground that the leave of the court was necessary before r 
a subpoena to take evidente after decree. Tue plaintiff then obtained from 
Mr. Justice Kay an order requiring the witness to attend at his own 
and submit to examination. The Court of Appeal (Jessex, M.R., 

ision. JESSEL, M.R., said that after the 


Corton, L.J.) now affirmed this decisio 


the old practice, in order, i cles 

The receiver attended, but objected to give evidence. It was said in support 
of the refusal to give evidence that no could issue after decree with- 
out the leave of the court; but, in his lordship’s opinion, a sudpena could 
issued at any time withont leaye. That had always been the i 

Judicature Acts, and, upon the whole, it had worked . No doubt the 
unlimited power of issuing sudpenas might be abused; but then a party waa 
subject to the control of the court, which would certainly restrain a party 
who abused the power. The great expense of bringi 

another very wholesome check. Since the Judicature Act, , any solicitor 
could issue out a sudpena to any one, and his lordship saw no reason for 
quiring the leave of the court. Then it was said that i¢ was not proper 
exercise the right at this stage of the proceedings ; but his lordship could 

call what the plaintiff desired to do an abuse of the practice. It did 
appear that a single penny would be waated by this course. The application 
was, therefore, not open to any objection, either as irregular or as an abuse 
the practice. Corron, L.J., concurred.—Soicrrors, Gush § Phillips ; Arthur 


PRACTICE—SERVICE OF WRIT OUT OF JURISDICTION—J UDICATURE Act, 1875, 
orp. 11, R. 1.—In a case of Re Eager, Eager v. Johnstone, before the Court 
of Appeal on the 10th inst., a point of practice was decided with to the 
rales as to service out of the jurisdiction. The testator had lived and died in 
Ireland. He gave all his property upon trusts in favour of the —— who 
was an infant. The defendant, who was the sole executor, lived in Scotland. 
He had proved the will in Ireland. The testator’s was entirely 
situated in Ceylon. The plaintiff, who had been to obtain any ac- 
counts from the defendants, and desired to have the estate admi in t 
country, applied ex parte, and by way of appeal from Mr. Justice Day; 

as Vacation Judge, for leave to serve the jaot with the writ in 

It was admitted that the circumstances of this case were not provided for by 
the rules under the Judicature Act: ord. 11, r. 1; but it was 

before the Judicature Act the court would have allowed service 
jurisdiction in such circumstances : Drummond v. 

Their lordships (Jzssrt, M.R., and Corron, L.J.) dismissed 

holding that the old practice upon the point was entirely done 

that if a case could not be brought ia the terms of ord. 

could be no service out of the jurisdiction granted.—Soxicrrors, 

Co., for BE, T. Ratcliffe, Birmingham, 


PRACTICE—APPEAL UPON Pont or Law—Srayrve oF Triak oF 
PENDING APPEAL.—In a case of Jn re J. B. Palmer's Application, 
Court of Ap on the 10th inst., aquestion of practice arose 

the trial of of fact g an 

1876, Messrs. J. Palmer & Sons as 
Trade-Marks Registration Act, 1875, words 

respect of lucifer matches manufactured by them. 

Bryant & May, who were also manufacturers of matches, 





d was a decision, ween th ne, SS that 
be ‘paid. It val cele eae @ quate was Vetore Wend, 


that the registration by Messre, Palmer might be 
that the words registered were only & proper description of « 
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matches made by Palmer & Sons under a patent_which had recently expired, 
and could not, therefore, be registered as a trade-mark. Upon a consideration 
of sections $3, 5, and 10 of the Trade-Marks Registration Act, 1875, Chitty, 
J., before whom the sammons came, decided, as a question of law, that as 
the words had been registered for upwards of five years, the registration was 
indefeasible. He therefore declined to hear evidence as to whether the words 
were originally properly admissible as a trade-mark or not. This decision 
was ed by the Court of Appea', who remitted the case to the learned 
jadge to be heard upon the svidence, From the decision of the Court of 
Appeal upon the question of law, Messrs. Palmer had appealed to the House 
of and they now applied by original motion to the Court of Appeal to 
stay the hearing of the evidence as,to the original admissibility of the words 
used pending decision of their appeal to the House of Lords, on the 
ground that if that appeal should be succes$ful it would render the taking of 
the evidence ‘unnecessary. The court (JessEL, M.R., and Corton, L.J.) 
dismissed the application. JesszL, M.R., said that the application was an 
entirely a ae ea one. The matter arose upon a summons under the 
Trade-Marks Registration Act ; but in substance it was equivalent to an 
action, being tried before the judge upon oral evidence. The respondents to 
the summons took a preliminary objection upon a point of law. The 
judge allowed the objection, and in that view it had, of course, been un- 
necessary to go into the evidence. The Court of Appeal, however, overruled 
the objection, and directed the trial to proceed. Ifthe judge had taken the 
same view when the case was originally before him, he would have heard the 
evidence theo, and the case would have been over long ago. The respond- 
ents, however, had appealed to the House of Lords, and asked to stay the 
trial of the issues upon the ground that, if they succeeded, the costs of trying 
the issue would be thrown away. But Messrs, Bryant & May were perfectly 
solvent, so that in any event no loss would fall on the respondents. On 
the other hand if the House of Lords affirmed the decision, the applicants’ 
trial would be delayed about two years, with, perhaps, a loss of important oral 
evidence, which would be a serious injustice. The application must, there- 
fore, be dismissed. Cotrox, L.J., said that no doubt the court had power, 
under ord. 58, r. 16, todo what was asked in a proper case; but he agreed 
with the Master of the Rolls, that no sufficient cause had been shown io 
this case.—Soxicitors, Hollams, Son, & Coward]; Wilson, Bristows, § Carp- 


Bewerir Burtpinc Sccrerr—Overprart on Bankers—LoaN—BANKER’s 
Lien—Borrowinc Powsrs.—In a case of The Blackburn and District 
Benefit Building Society v. Cunliffe, Brooks, & Co., in the Court of Appeal on 
the 8th and 9th inste., the question aroee whether an overdraft on the 
banking account of a friendly society, having no power under its articles 
to borrow, was a loan, so as to make the overdraft illegal, and deprive the 
bankers of their lien on certain documents of the society. The society, 
which was established under the statute of 6 & 7 Will. 4, c. 32, had no 
borrowing powers, but was suthorized to keep a banking account, This 
account, which was kept with the defendante, was from time to time 
greatly overdrawn, and in consequence, on the 27th of September, 1876, a 
memorandum, signed by the secretaries and solicitors of tho company, was 
handed to the defendants, giving them s lien upon all deeds and documents 
of the society deposited with them, and limiting the amount of future 
overdrafts to £25,000. From that time t- the date of the action the 
balance of account varied greatly from time co time, and at the date of 
the action the overdra‘t, which had previously been very large, had been 
reduced to abont £1,300, such reduction being partly made by payments 
to the bank by borrowing memberr, for the purpose of releasing their title 
deeds, between the date of the presentation of a winding-up petition and 
the winding-up order which was subsequently made against the society. 
The official liquidators then brought this action for the delivery up of the 
documents of the society by the defendants, and to recover all snms so 
paid to the defendants, as aforesaid, since the winding-np petition. It was 

i for the parposes of the action that the amonut overdrawn 
bad been applied, partly in payments to withdrawing 

partly in payment of salaries and other expenses of the 

society, and expenses in connection with certain mortgaged colliery 
and other property. The Vice-Chancellor for the County Palatine of 
decided that the overdrafte were a borrowing and illegal, 

and ordered the defendants to deliver up all the documents of the society in 
their poseession ; but refused to order an account of the moneys paid to the 
since the petition. The defendants sppealed on the question of their 

i @ cross-appeal with res to the payments to 

The Court of Ap (Lord Sz.zoryeg, C., 

-) considered that, if the amounts overdrawn 


the effect of charging the creditor, and not 
the society, such borrowing was lawful, and gave 
amoonts so applied, and that, as the admissions 
vances bad been so applied, an account must 
such portion. The account was ordered 
society last bad a bala: ce in their favour, 
in reduction of the overdrafts from that 
such portions of the overdrafte as had been 
The defendants were to have a lien on the 
of sock eng | applied advances remaining 
account of ali sums which had been paid 
since the winding-up petition, and pay- 
the official liquidatore.—Soxicrross, 
& Worburton, Manchester; William Danger, Liverpoo'. 
Paacrice—Suozt Notice 


or Motion wy Srectan Leave—Foum or 





Norice To BE SERVED.—In a case of Dawson v. Beeson, before the Co ri of 
Appeal on the 11th inst., a question arose as to the proper form of the notice to 
be served when special leave has been given to serve short notice of motion. 
On the 25th of July tha plaintiff obtained leave from Chitty, J., to serva 
the defendant with notice of motion with the writ. A notice of motion was 
then served on the defendant at Sheffield, on the 26th, giving notice thi 
the court would be moved on Friday, the 28th of July, 1382, for an in- 
janction to restrain the d+f:ndant from iotermaddling with the book debts 
or assets of the partuersbip subsisting between the plaintiff and defendant, 
and for a receiver and other relief. The notice of motion concluded as 
follows :—“ And also take notice that special leave to serve you with this 
notice and with the writ of summons bas been obtained this day from the 
Hon, Mr. Justice Chitty.—Dated, 25th July, 1882.” The defendant did not 
attend on the 28th, and the order asked for was made in bis absence. On 
the 4th of August the defendant moved to discharge the order, on the 
ground that it bad been made in his absence upon an insufficient notice «f 
motion, the notice not stating that the court had granted leave to serve 
“short” notice of motion. Ona this application Chitty, J., refused to di-- 
charge the order on the ground of irregularity, but gave the defendant Jeavo 
to amend his notice of motion by asking that the order might be d'scharged 
upon general grounds. The defendant then filed evidence as to his merits, 
and moved before North, J., sitting as Vacation Judge, to discharge the 
order of the 28th of July; but, upon this occasion, he relied only upon the 
alleged irregularity, and did not go into merits. No order was ie upon 
this application except that the defendant should pay the costs of it. The 
defendant now renewed his application in the Court of Avpzal. Their lord- 
ships held that the notice of motion had not been sufficiently explicit, and 
that the defendant would bave been entitled to have it discharged upon that 
ground ; but as the defendant had had an opportunity of having his case 
heard upon the merits, no injustice was dons by not allowing him to succeed 
upon a very technical point. After hearing the merits, their lordsbips (Jess«t, 
M.R., and Corron, L.J.) varied the order in one particular, and directed the costs 
of both parties to be costs in the action. Jesset, M.R., in giving judgment, said 
that a very important point of practice was raised. His own impression had been 
that it had not been the usual practice to stete that the court bad given leave t 
serve short notice of motion; butacasein the Jurist bad been found (Harri 
v. Lewis, 8 Jur. 1066) in which Knight Bruce, V.C., had established th 
practice, so far as he was concerned, that when an applicant obtained leave 
serve a short notice of motion he ought to state that leave to serve short notic 
on a particular day for a — day had been given. That seemed only 

abie, The person se etititled to pan that the court had dis- 
pensed with the usual notice, and that he was bound to appear; and now that 
the matter had been discussed, that it must be understood that that was to be 
the practice for the fature. Corron, L.J., said that he had always under- 
stood that where, by the practice of the court or by a rule, a certain length of 
notice was required to be given, then, when the court dispensed with the usu»l 
length of notice, the notice served ought explicitly to state that the time for 
appearing had been shortened by the court. Here the notice did not state 
that the leave of the court bad been obtained to serve short notice, and was, 
therefore, one which the defendant was entitled to disregard. That was borue 
out by the case of Harris v. Lewis. The Master of the Rolls had supposed 
the practice to be the other way, but now that his lordship concurred it would 
be understood that that was to be the practice for the future at aoy rate.— 
Soricrror, J. Chapman. 


Votuntary SgTTLEMENT—AssiGNMENT oF LeASEHOLDS—DzFEATING 
Crepitors—ConsIDERATION—13 E1iz. c. 5.—In a case of Ridler v. Ridler, 
before the Court of Appeal on the 9th inst., the question arose as to whether 
a settlement of leaseholds was a voluntary settlement within the 13 Eliz. ¢. 5. 
The action was for the administration of the estate of a testator who had, ~ 
in 1872, given to the Worcester City and County Banking Company a 
guarantee to secure his son’s banking account to the extent of £1,000, In 
1877 the testator voluntarily assigned certain leaseholds to another son in 
trust for himself for life, with remainder in trust for that son and a daugh- 
ter for their joint lives, and for the survivor absolutely, At that time the 
testator’s property consisted of the said leaseholds, of a debt of £1,500 dae 
from bis first-mentioned son, and furniture worth about £150. In 1880 the 
first son filed a liquidation petition, and paid a composition of 3s. 4d. in the 
pound, The bankers brought an action against the testator upon his guar- 
antee, but the testator died before any defence had been pat in, having 
appointed his second son and his daughter executor and exeoutrix of his 
estate. The bank then moved in the administration action by way of summons 
for @ declaration that the settlement of the leaseholds by the testator was 
volantary and void under the 13 Bliz.c.5. Bacon, V.0., dismissed the 
application, on the ground that no evidence of intention to defrand the 
creditors bad been shown. The Nourt of Appeal (Lord Seisorye, O., 
Jxsset, M.K., aud Corron, L.J,) reversed that decision. Lord Setzorne, 
C,, eaid that in order to make o voluntary settlement void under 
the statute it is not necessary to show insolvency at the time or 
intention to defrand or delay oreditore. If the circumstances are 
such that it is very probable the result of the settlement will be to 
delay creditors, the intent will be supplied. In the present case the settlor 
left himself nothing bat ao life interest in the leaseholds, furniture worth 
£150, and s debt of £1,600 due from the very maf whom he had guaran- 
teed. It was obvious that the cettlor did not leave bimself sufficient to meet 
this guarantee, and that the result of the settlement was to hinder the 
creditor, The settlement must therefore be set aside, Jessi, M.R., con- 
corred, and said that the oase of Price vy. Jenkins (L. RB, 5 Ob, D, 619), 
which decided that o settlement of loaseholds was not voluntary, 
was decided under 27 Eliz, o, 4, and not under 18 Eliz, c. 5, which 
had a different purpose. Corron, L.J., agreed that Price v, Jenkins 
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had no application to cases under 13 Eliz. o. 5,and conourred in the jadg- 
ment.— Soticrtors, Chester, Mayhw, & Co., for Marston & Sons, Tudlow ; 
Routh, Stacey, § Castle, for Lane, Strattord-on-Avon. 


’ Ssrrtement — Equity to— Dectaration oF RicHT To—EXxecurorY 
TrusTts—WatIver—Inrant CHILDREN.—In a case of Pemberton v. Marriott, 
before Fry, J., on the 10th inst., the question was raised whether a woman 
could waive her equity to a settlement, to which the court had declared her 
to be entitled, and so defeat the rights of her infant children under such settle- 
ment, The action was instituted by a married woman to obtain a settlement 
upon her and her children of property to which she was entitled under a will. 
The court declared that her property ought, after inquiries, to be settled, and 
that, if it appeared that she was entitled to the property, a settlement thereof 
sbould be approved, the trusts being for her for life, without power of antici- 
pation, and after ber death for her children, The inquiries wera carried out, 
but no settlement had been made, The husband being now dead, the wife 
resented a petition asking that it might be declared that she was not bound 
the declaration for a settlement, and might have her property for her own 
use. It was submitted, on behalf of her infant children, that she could not 
defeat their interests under the decree. Fry, J., said that the position of 
children in these cases was, so long as the seti!lement was executory, that of 
volunteers, and that they had no enforceable right until it was executed. Ia 
this case the settlement. was executory, the court having contemplated that 
inquizies should be made, and, if the result proved satisfactory, an instrament 
of settlement executed. This had not been done, and, until it was done, the 
petitioner could abandon her rights, sni the children could not prevent her 
from doing so.—Soticirors, Church, Rendell, § Trehane, for Bird, Uxbridge. 


Act OF PaRLIAMENT—INTERPRETATION OF woRD “ TAKE ”—METROPOLI- 
TAN STREET IMPROVEMENTS AcT, 1877 (40 & 41 Vicr. c, 235), 8, 33— 
Lanps Cuauses ConsoLipaTIon Act, 1845, s. 121.—In the case of Spencer v. 
The Metropolitan Board of Works, before Chitty, J., on the 3rd inst., and 
on which judgment was delivered on the 6th inst., a question of considerable 
importance was raised with respect to the interpretation of the word ‘‘ take” 
in the 33rd section of the Metropolitan Street Improvements Act, 1877. ‘I'he 
objects of the Act are the widening and improvements of streets in the 
metropolis, and with it is incorporated the Lands Clauses Act, 1845. The 33rd 
section, after reciting that the making of the street improvements in the Act 
referred to involved the removal of houses occupied by the labouring classes, and 
that it is expedient te provide accommodation for their displacement, enacts that 
the Board shall from time to time acquire or appropriate certain specified 
lands, and sell or Jet the same upon building lease for the purpose of erection 
of suitable dwelling-houses, or lodging-houses for persons of the labouring 
class ; provided always, that before the Board shall, without the consent of 
one of her Majesty’s Principal Secretaries of State, take, for the purposes of 
the Act, fifteen houses or more occupied at the time of the passing of the 
Act, either wholly or partially, by persons belonging to the labouring classes 
as tenants or lodgers, the Buard shall prove to the satisfaction of such Secre- 
tary of State that sufficient accommodation in suitable dwellings has been 
provided elsewhere on lands specified; provided further, that one of her 
Majesty’s Principal Secretaries of State may, if he think fit, after, or even 
before, the Board has acquired any of the lands specified, release the Board 
from the obligations imposed upon them with respect to the specified lands, 

rovided the Board substitute in lieu thereof other lands equally available. 
he Board had served the plaintiff with notice to treat for sixty-three houses 
belonging to him, and nearly all of which were occupied by persons of the 
labouring classes. The plaintiff sent in his claim for compensation, accom- 
panied by a notice that it was delivered without prejudice to all questions 
whether the Koard was entitlid to exercise their compulsory powers. The 
Board subsequently served the plaintiff with notice of summoning a special 
jury for assessing the purchase-money and compensation. The plaintiff then 
rougbt an action for an injunction to restrain the Board from acting upon 
the notice to treat until they had complied with the proviso in the 33rd sec- 
tion, The Board admitted that the requisite consent of the Secretary of 
State had not been obtained, and that they had as yet provided no accom- 
modation for the persons to be displaced, but contended that the word ‘‘ take” 
was to be read as “‘take possession,” aod that it was absurd to suppose that 
the intention of the Legislature was to impose upon the Board the expense 
and obligation of providing dwelling-honses for displaced persons at a time 
long antecedent to their displacement. Curry, J., said that the intention of 
the section was to protect the labouring classes. With reference to the inter- 
retation of the word “take” in the Act, the rule enunciated by Lord 
sens Bg in Grey v. Pearson (5 W. R. 454, L. R. 6 H. L. C, 106), and 
adopted in Zhe Caledonian Railway Company v. North British Raiiwa 
Company (29 W. R. 685, L. R. 6 App. Cas. 114) by Lords Selborne an 
Blackburn, must be taken into consideration, In the latter case it was said 
that the mere literal construction of a section of a statute ought not to pre- 
vail if it is opposed to the intentions of the Legislature as apparent by the 
statute; and if the words are sufficiently flexible to admit of some obher 
construction by which that intention will be better effectuated. The pre- 
amble to the enactment in this section not only showed what the jutention 
of the Legislature was, but it might also be said that if the Legislature had 
intended that ‘‘take” should mean ‘' take possession,” it would have been 
careful to have said so, His lordship, moreover, was of opinion, from an 
exhaustive survey of the sections of the whole Act, and of the Acts incor. 
porated with it, and a the uee cf the word ‘‘take” in the 121st 
section of the Lands Clauss Act, 1845, that the word “take” must be said 
to be used as at least includin “ purchase,” and that if there was any dis- 
tinotion between the two 8, “take’’ was the stronger of the two. ere 
was no ground for outting down the iutention of the Legislature. It had 





been said that the Board might even proceed as far as actual conveyance, and 
that to bold otherwise would be to exceed the necessity of the case, but his lord- 
ship thought that if even by so holding the interests of the labouring classes 
would be in fact well protected, yet, by deciding in favour of the plaintiff, 

these interests would ba better protected. It had also been said that the 
result of deciding against the Board would ba to make the Act unworkable, 

but it was to be presumed that the consent of the Secretary of State would 
not be refused in a proper case. The injunction must, therefore, be granted, 
es R. H. Veal; The Solicitor to the Metropolitan Board of 
Works. 


InsonoTion—Sprciric Perrormance—Acencr.—lIn the case of Bertram 
v. Ball, before Chitty, J.,on the 0th inst., the plaintiff moved for an injunction 
to restrain the defendant from sending circulars t> custcmers representing 
that the plaintiff had ceased to be the defendant's azeat. It app:ared that by 
an agreement between the parties the plaintiff was coustituted the agent of the 
defendant for certain purposes, and he nowclaimed specific performance of the 
agreement, and also contended that it-was not so much an sgreement or 
agency as en agreement of partnership. Cnirry, J., said that he con- 
sidered that the agreement was neither a partnership nor the result of a part. 
nership. That being so, the court could not interfere by an injunction to 
restrain the defendant from annulling the agency. It had long been the 
undoubted rule of courts of equity to decline to enforce the spesifis perfurm- 
ance of a contract of agency, whatever might be the consideration, or what- 
ever might be the terms of the contract, and even if the agency was an 
exclusive one and the payment to be made wasto bea share of its. The 
result was that the plaintiff had no case for an injunction, the motion 
must be dismissed. Whether the agency had been rightly terminated or not 


was a totally different question.—Soticrrors, Webster ; John Raz. 


Witt—Bequest to Coarrry—Amsieuiry.—In the case of In re Dodds's 
Trust, before Chitty, J., on the 11th inst., a petition was presented by « 
Paris Foundling Society for payment out of court of a sum of £5,000 
bequeathed by a testator to the “‘ Treasurer for the time being of the French 
Orpban Foundling Society at Paris.” It appeared that another Paris society 
for foundlings—viz., that which is well known as the Hospice des Enfants 
Trouvés—had also put in a claim for the legacy. Curry, J., under these 
circumstances, directed inquiries as to what was the charitable society meant 
and intended by the testator, and who was the proper officer of such a society to 
y a receipt for the legacy.—Soutcrrors, Dizon, Ward, & Co.; Argles & 

rgles, : 


Compantes Act, 1862, ss. 8—12—MemoranpDUM oF AssocIATION— 
ARTICLES OF AsSOCIATION—PAYMENT OF DivipeNps out oF CaprraL— 
Unrra vires.—In the case of Guinness v. Land Corporation of Ireland 
also before Chitty, J., on the 10th and 13th insts., a motion was made for an 
injunction to restrain the defendants from proceediog with the allotment of 
shares. It appeared that by its memorandam of association the defendant 
compaty was incorporated with a nominal capital of £1,050,000, divided into 
140,000 A, shares of £5 each, and 3,500 B. shares of £100 each, and that 
the objects of the company were the reclamation, improvement, &o, 
land in Ireland. By the articles of association the subscript‘ons 
shares were, after the preliminary expenses of the company bad been 
therefrom, to be formed into a trust fand for providing out i 
income a preferential dividend of £5 per cent. per annum oa the 
the time being paid up on the A. shares, aod the income and 
trust fund was in no case to be used as working capital of the 
and was to be, in the event of a winding up, returned to the B. 
Currry, J., said that the provisions of the Companies Act, 1862, s. 8, 
not be said to have been complied with. The memorandum of 
should have disclosed the scheme as one of the essential oj for whi 
company was incorporated. As this bad not been done, the articles 
tion must be held to be udéra vires : Ashbury Railway Y ée., 

v. Riche, 24 W. R. 794, L. R. 7 H. L. 653. The scheme was also one 

had as one of its objects the payment of dividends out of capital, and 

been said in a recent case (Jn re Alexandra 30 W. R. 738, 
L. R, 21 Ch. D. 149), that no subterfuge by which it was attempted to 
capital to shareholders, and thereby to diminish their liability, ought to be 
countenanced by the court. This also was in conformity with wha 

laid down ia In re The Dronfield Silkstone Cval a te (29 W. 
769, L. R, 17 Ch. D. 76), per Cotton, LJ., p 95. Hi 1 

felt bound to grant the injunction, although with reluctance, the 

! was conceived by the without any improper purpose, and 
would have been legal but for the ieterveution of the statate. Thecostsof the 
action had been cas * arranged, —Souicitors, Freshfelds & Williams ; 
Young, Jones, » & Hale, 








SOLICITORS’ CASES. 
Hires Court or Justics.—Quesx's Bence Drvisron. 
(Sittings i» Bane before Maturw, J.) 
Nov. 11,—Teyler v. Haristene. 
Judgment was delivered in this case. The — a solicitor, 
defendant, the husband, fora sem of £227, amount of a bill 
incurred by the wife in endeavouring to obtain for her a separation 
husband, either by judicial deoree or by consent. It copes that ia 
the plaintiff was sent for by the wife ia consequence of differences 
herself and her huebdand, received instructions to instic 
a judicial separation, The plaintiff at first endeavoured 
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arrangement for a tion, but those efforts failed. The plaintiff then 
proceeded under the instructions of the wife to lay a case before counsel, and, 
on their advice, coming to the conclusion that there were no grounds for com- 
mencing a suit for a separation, declined to proceed further. The wife instructed 
another solicitor, and the suit was instituted, which came before Sir James 
Hannen, and terminated in a compromise and an agreement for a separation. 
The plaintiff sued the husband for his costs, first on the ground that the 
expenses incurred were legal necessaries, as necessary for the wife's protection, 
and next on the ground thatthe wife had authority to pledge her husband’s 
credit, at all events for the expenses of the negotiations, which, it was urged, 
had been carried on with his knowledge and assent. The plaintiff’s claim for 
the costs was resisted on the d that there was no reasonable ground for 
instituting the suit, and that jations were carried en without the 
consent or sanction of the husband, the defendant. It was arranged at the 
trial that the judge should read the shorthand writer’s notes of the 
evidence before Sir James Hannen, and should also consult him as to the 
reasonableness of the grounds for the suit; and with that view the learned 
judge had teken time for consideration, and now delivered bis judgment in 
a aba oe dgment, said after reading th f th 
THEW, J., in giving ju » Said that after ing the notes of the 
evidence he was of opinion that there were no grounds for instituting the suit 
for a judicial separation, and he was fortified in that view by the opinion of 
Sir James Hannen. It was urged, that, although there were no grouuds for 
the suit, yet pry decd amg had reasonable ground for supposing that there 
: ‘ore, the costs were reasonably incurred, but he could 
not concar in that view. He thought that unless the necessity for the pro- 
ceedings were made out in fact, the busband could not be made liable for the 
costs, and even if the question were whether there were reasonable grounds for 
believing that the wife was entitled to institute the suit, he should think that 
in this case were no reasonable grounds for so believing, and so no 
ground for charging the defendant with the costs as necessary for his wife’s 
protection. That which she complained, according to her own account, 
took place many years before the suit was instituted, and there appeared to be 
charges against him, and there was no reason to apprs- 
part likely to be injurious to the wife; and so the 
come to the conclasion that the costs in this case 
therefore, his judgment was for the defendant.— 


R, 


conan * 


3 (Before Pottock, B.) 
Nov. 12.—Cooper and another v. Pritchard. 

The plaintiffs in this case were two sisters, and in 1879 they sold to the 
Metropolitan Board of Works a house in Gerrard-street, Soho, for £2,700. 
Meses. Chapman, Turner, & Pritchard were solicitors for them in the trans- 
action. Of these gentlemen Mr. Chapman died in 1869 or 1870. Mr. Tur- 
ner carried on the business in Lincoln’s-inn-fields, and Mr. Pritchard the 
business at an office in the City. Mr. Turner always transacted the business 
of the plaintiffs, and they had every confidence in him. He received the 
£2,700. The plaintiffs were under the impression that he had invested it on 
he paid them i upon it. In January, 1881, the firm an 
sented s petition in liquidation, and it then turned out that the money of the 
plaintiffs had never been invested at ali, but had been applied by Mr. Turner 
to bis own purposes. The present action wasto recover the £2,700 from Mr, 


| 


Wille, QC., and Dundas Gardiner, were for the plaintiffs, and Grantham, 

QC., and Woodford Lawrence, for the defendant. 

_ The case for the plaintifis was that the firm had acted for their family ever 
since 1810, and that they trusted the firm, though they had seen Mr. Prit- 
chard only once, and that was in 1874 For the defendant it was argued, 
upon the facts and the correspondence, that the transaction had been carried 
ith Mr. Tarner, and not on behalf of the firm. It was 
defendant had his discharge in baukruptey, and —— the 

such a document should not discharge from liability 

3 yet that applied only where there 
and not where the breach was com- 
tirely inaceent of it. 
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Justice Grove on Thursday, sitting at Westminster, announced that 
Seen ere ene eee were sitting 
wou 


are 


the streets 


He could well | Clode, 


better not to sit on Saturday, 
“aa %> | Da 





SOCIETIES. 


SOLICITORS’ BENEVOLENT ASSOCIATION. 
The usual monthly meeting of the board of directors of this association was 


held at the Law Institution, Chancery-lane, on 


Wednesday, the 8th inst, 


The fellovtng melts were present : Messrs, Asker (Norwich), Brook, Harris 


Leicester), 


edger, Keen, Mellersh (Godalming), P 
Smith, Styan, and Walters. Mr. Herbert 


ennington,: Rickman, 
Tritton Seeker, of Canter- 


bury, waselected chairman of the board for the current year, and Mr. William 
Beriah Brook, of London, deputy-chairman ; a sum of £440 was distributed 
in grants of assistance among eighteen necessitous applicants, solicitors and 


families of solicitors ; ten new members were admi 


to the association ; 


bequest of £12, under the will of the late Mr, Christopher Cooke, solicitor, o 
London, was reported ; and other general business was transacted. 








LAW STUDENTS’ JOURNAL. 


INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY, 
PRELIMINARY EXAMINATION. 


The following candidates were successfal at the Preliminary Examination 
held on the 25th and 26th of October, 1882 :— 


Adcock, Herbert Phillips 
Aldridge, George Braxton 
Allen, Walter Bulkeley 
Allen, William Gough 
Ashton, Thomas Bennett 
Ashworth, Richard Redfern 
Aspinall, Herbert Hackett 
Bagnall, Eustace William 
Batsford, Herbert 

Bayley, Arthur 

Beatson, David John Michael 
Bell, Francis James 

Bell, William Henry 
Benham, William Frederick 
Bennitt, William Herbert 
Benson, William Lockwood Maydwall 
Bentley, Charles 

Billson, Francis Morton 


Bretherton, Frederick 
Brid , Benjamin James 
ie Waldegrave 


Bryan, Thomas William 
Bucknall, Acton Thomas 
Butcher, Harry Jobn 

Batt, John Henry Steuart 
Calvert, Edwin tage 
Calvert, Edward W: 

Capron, Thomas Alfred 
Cartwright, William John Greatrex 
Catterall, John William 
Chester, Edward Grenado 
Chrisp, James 

Clarke, Arthur Henderson 
Clarke, Thomas Henry 
Clarke, William Alfred Blake 
Clemence, Herbert 





Evans, Harold John 
Fitzmaurice, John Rupert 
Flemiog, Frederick John 
Fraser, Charles Edward 
Forbank, Arthur James 
Garnett, Henry William George 
Gerrish, Ernest Stratton 
Gilroy, George Norris 
Glascodine, Richard Walter 
Godwin, Alfred Dadley King 
Goold, Athelstan 
Graham, Howard William 
Graham, John 
Gray, George Robert 
Greenwood, Ernest Walter 
Guthrie, Thomas Robinson 
Hacking, James Wrightson 
Hall, William Charles 
Halladay, Richard 
Halsal!, George Ashton 
Hanna, Robert Henry Waterloo 
Heap, John Edward 
Hicke, William 
Hill, Arthar Bernard Lewin 
Hill, Charles Hamilton 
Holden, Thomas 
Holloway, Alexander 
Holme, Bryan Lawson 
Hoskins, Edgar 
Howard, Henry Casswell 
Hutchinson, Richard 
Inglis, Andrew Glover 
Ives, Robert Garside 
Iveson, Anthony Bannister 
Izod, Henry Allen 
Jacob, James Lewis 
Jackaon, H, W. 
Jay, Frederick Waters 
Jefferies, William Allen Ransome 
Jenkins, William 
Johnson, Hen 
Johneon-T iy; 
Taalke 
Jones, Ben Vaughan 
Jones, Hugh Davies 
Kenrick, William George 
——— Frank Lethbridge 
Francie Holdsworth 
Lewis, David ei: 
a Francis Xavier 
oHugb, Charles William Strong 
Margrave, Robert { 
ae Joshua Hyde 
Mai , Thomas Emile 
Matthews, Edward Herbert 
Matthows, Wal 
Mayhew, Percival Sumner 
Meadows, Robert Charles 
Meal, Sa ; 


Michelmore, Henry William 
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Musgrave, William Harold 
Neale, Edward James 
Newhouse, Henry Crompton 
Norris, Edward Percy. 
Ormond, William ed 
Parry, Samuel 
Paulet, Gerald Hammerton 
Perks, George Dodds 
Perry, Sidney Herbert 
Phelps, Philip William Frowd 
Philipps, John George 
Phillips, David Thomas 
Piercy, Colin Carlton 
Pope, Alfred 
Porter, George Bryden 
Potts, Charles Herbert 
Prendergast, Ralph 
Price, Clarence 
Price, George Louis 
Prichard, Richard Hi 
Prichard, William Foggitt 
Pritchard, Richard Edward 
Ramsay, Walter Henry 
Randall, Alphonse Grenville 
Ratcliffe, Edgar Rainier 
Rennison, Edward 
Riddell, George Allardin 
Rimmer, Reginald 

_ Robbins, Walter George 
Robinson, Temple William 
Rodgers, Robert 
Rogers, Paul Owen 
Russel, Edward Litten 
Russell, Arthur 
Ruseell, Stebbing 
Saunders, Donald Secundus 
Scatliff, Horace Parr 
a bg Forder 

ovell, Edmund George James 

Sharland, George 


Shaw, John William (of Blackburn) 
Shaw, John William (of Hebden 


ridge 
Simpson, Charles Young 





Smith, Charles Ewbank 
Charles 


Somers, 

Stilwell, John Ernest 

Syer, Alfred Charles 

Sykes, Edwin 

Tarbuck, Albert Arthur 
Taylor, John Arthur 
Thomlingon, John Glaistir 
Thorne, William Calthrop 
Tofield, Edwin 

Tooth, Adolphus 

Trevenen, Edward 

Trotter, William Haughton 
Twinberrow, James Frederick 
Vulliamy, Hugh Francis 
Walker, William Henry 
Walker, William Wright 
Walsh, John 

Webb, Harvey Wilson 

Webb, Leslie Chapman 
Webster, Lionel Walter 
White, Claude Augustus 
Whitehouse, Charles Howard 
Wilkins, Walter Syda 
Williams, Rice Rowla 
Williams, William Addams 
Willis, John 

Wilson, Charles Frederick 
Wintle, Leslie Charles 
Wise, Maarica 

Withan, Ernest Wells 
Wood, Archibald John Faulkner 
Wood, Henry 

Wood, Herbert George Tyrrell 
Wood, Stanley Peters 
Woodbridge, Francis Charles 


‘| Woodroffe, Edward Shrimpton 


Woolfenden, Robert S. H. 
Woolcombe, Gerald Douglas 
Woolstencroft, Johnson William 
Yeates, Frederick Wilson 
Young, Archibald Edward 
Zaill, Edward Caropbell 


UNITED. LAW STUDENTS’ SOCIETY, 


A meeting of this society was held at Clement’s-inn Hall on November 
1, Mr, Charles Parsons in the chair. A debate took place upon the 
following question :—‘* What sentence ought to be on Arabi Pasha ?” 
Mr. Brown opened in favour of a sentence of death for high treason, and was 
supported by Mr. Bull. Mr. Templer followed in favour of a sentence of 
banishment for sedition, and was supported by Messrs. Napier, Goodall), 
Roberts, Williams, Tillotson, Rossiter, and Hewitt. A third position was 
taken by Mr. Kains-Jackson in favour of acquittal, he being supported by 
Messrs. Symes and Ramsdale, The debate was well sustained throughout, 
and upon the question being put to the meeting it was decided, by a majority 
of eight, that a sentence of Sekine for sedition ought to be passed upon 


Arabi Pasha. Two were in favour of a sentence of death for high treason P 


and three for acquittal, 

Ata meeting of this society, held at the Law Institution, Chancery-lané, 
on Monday, the 13th of November, Mr. H. J. H. Bull in the chair, the fol- 
lowing question was discussed—‘' Was the case of Custellain v. Preston, 
L. R, 8 Q. B. D. 613, rightly decided ?” It was opened by Mr. Parsons, 
who contended that the case was rightly decided in point of law. He was 
supported in this view by Mr. Fry and opposed by Mr. Satoliffe. The opener 
replied, and the question, on being put to the meeting, was carried in the 
affirmative by a majority; of four votes. 


BIRMINGHAM LAW STUDENTS’ SOCIETY. 


At the meeting of this society, held in the Law Library, on November 7, 
a debate took piace on the following moot point :—* That the word * ¢ 
in section 4 of the Mercantile Law Amendment Act (19 & 20 Vict. 0, 97 
means a known and real change, and not either a secret or fraudulent one, 
consequently that a tee for the debts of a firm is not affected by the 

wal of a until notice of ‘such withdrawal reaches the customer 

who continues to give credit to the firm on the strength of the guarantee. 
1, Is this a correct atatemont of the law ? 2 If not, is it advisable that the 
law should be altered s0'as'to make itso?” Mosers. Je Pritebard, and 
Shore compere the affirmative, and Messrs, Smith and Adi the negative. 
The question was decided in the affirmative. 


LEEDS LAW STUDENTS’ SOCIETY, 


A meeting of this soolety was held on Monday, tho 6th inst., with BE. M. 
Jones, Ksq., solicitor, in the chair, when a debate took place on following 
Guestion "A workman contracts with his employer to give up his right to 
claim compensation under the Employers’ Liability Act, 1880, Does such a 
contract affect the rights of his widow and children under Lord Campbell's 
Act? And, if ao, is the law satisfactory on this point?” Mr. J. R. Smith 





supported by Messrs, W. Foster and W, Pearson, argued in the affirmative, and 


Mr. J. W. McConnell, supported by Messrs. H. B. James, W. 
C. A. Braim, argued in the Re gig ; after en able summi 

of the chairman, it was decided in the negative by a 

hearty vote of thanks to the chairman was unanimously 

present twelve ordinary and two honorary members. 

On Monday, the 13th inst., another meeting was held, at w A 
Bairstow, Esq., barrister-at-law, read a paper on “Guarantees,” - 
lecturer referred to the leading cases on the subject clearly and concisely, 
reviewed the whole law in an instructive and comprehensive mantier. A hearty 
vote of thanks to the chairman concluded the proceedings. 


LIVERPOOL LAW STUDENTS’ ASSOCIATION. 


The nineteenth general meeting of the session was beld at the Law ad 
on Monday evening last, the 13th inst., the chair being taken by W. F, 
Taylor, Esq., barrister-at-law. After the formal business had been disposed 
of, the chairman called upon Mr. W. Holland Owen (in the absence of Mr. 
H. C. Crosfield) to open the affirmative of the question for discussion, whieh 
was, “Is Hobbs v. The London and South- Western Railway Company, viewed 
in the light of recent decisions, a safe guide as to the law on rem of 
damages.” Mr. T. H. Thornely followed in support of the negative, and in 
the discussion which followed, Messrs; E. W. Pierce, Birkett, McKennaj 
Bramfield, and Whitfield took part. Both the openers having replied, 
chairman put the question to the meeting, when it was decided in favour of 
the affirmative by a majority of one. There were twenty-six members 
present. 








LEGAL APPOINTMENTS. 


Mr. Curistoruer Vickry Brivemas, solicitor (of the firm of Square, 
Bridgman, & Bond), of Plymouth and Tavistock, bas been appointed Clerk 
to the Magistrates for the Borough of Plymouth. Mr. Bridgman is registrar 
of the Tavistock County Court. He was admitted a solicitor in 1863. 


Mr. Witt1am THomPson, Solicitor, of York, has been appointed Under- 
Sheriff of that city for the ensuing year. Mr. Thompson was admitted a 
solicitor in 1858, 


Mr. Gsorce Atpen Stevens, solicitor (of the firm of Miller, Son, & 
Stevens), of Norwich, has been i Under-Sheriff of that city for the 
ensuing yeér. Mr. Stevens was admitted a solicitor in 1870. ‘His Senior 

ner, Mr. Henry Blake Miller, is town clerk of Norwich. : 


Mr. Joun Herpert Writiim’, solicitor, of Ludlow, bas been 
Town Clerk of that borough, in succession to his father, the late Mr. John 
Williams. 

Mr. Epmuxp Lams Wau, solicitor, of Hereford, has been appointed 
Commissioner to administer Oaths in the Supreme of Judicatare. 

Mr. James Gorpon BsiLincHam, solicitor, of Saffroa 
unanimously elected Towa Clerk, Clerk of the and 
borough, on the resi ion of his partner, Mr. William Beanett Fr 
Mr. Bellingham was itted a solicitor ia 1860, 


LEGAL MAYORS. : 
Mr, Ricnarp Nictotas Howaxp, solicitor, of Weymouth and 
has been re-elected Mayor of the of W for the 
Ses Seven’ Wee een e & PRS Fe ae is coroner for the 


Mr. Joun SxHExty, solicitor, of 


has been elected Mayor of that 
borough for the ensuing year. Mr. i 


was admitted a solicitor in 1862. 

Mr. Reemnatp ALpRipes, solicitor and notary, of Poole, Bournemouth, 
Parkstone, ee ee ee es Poole for 
the ensuing year. Mr, Aldridge was & solicitor in 1867. 


Mr. Taomas Macs, solicitor (of the firm of ro Mace), of Chipping 
Norton and Banbary, has been elected Mayor of of Chipping 
Norton for the ensuing year. Mr. Mace was admitted a in 1872, 


Mr, Gnones MANps:, solicitor, of Wakefield, has been elected of 
fas berengh Soe dhe cneniog ame Mr, Mander was admitted a a 


Mr. Epwarp Rossars, solicitor (of the firm Ces 
has been elected of that borough for the ensuing . Roberts 
was admitted a salictot in 1876, ay 

Mr, Crartrss Ractaam Gruman, soliciter, of Norwich, has 
Mayor of that city for the ensaing year, Mr. Gi is the 
— solicitor, He was admitted in 1856, 
ship his father. 


ait antares ot Ce 
tof t 

sae bane aliermen, He was admitted 
is in ip with his son, Mr, Henry 
LL.D, 

Mr, Joun Laax, solicitor (of the firm of Leak, 
of Hail, has been elected bayer that borough for the third tore, 
Waa admitted a solicitor in 1833 
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Mr. Riczarp Saut Fercuson, barrister, who bas been re-elected Mayor of 
Carlisle for the ensuing year, is an LL.M. of St. John’s College, Cambridge, 
where he graduated as a wrangler in 1860. He was called to the bar at 
Lincoln’s-ion in Trinity Term, 1860, and he formerly prac‘ised as an equity 
d:aftsman and conveyancer. 


Mr. Mackay Jounw Grauam Scoziz, solicitor, of Hereford, has been 
elected Mayor of that borough for the ensuing year. Mr. Scobie was aa- 
mitted a solicitor in 1875, 


Mr. Freperick Vivian Hix, solicitor, of Helston, has been elected Mayor 
of that borough for the ensuing year. Mr. Hill was admitted a solicitor in 
1853. He is clerk to the county magistrates at Helston. 


Mr. WituiaM Jones, solicitor, of Conway, has been elected Mayor of that 
a a h for the ensuing year. Mr. Jones was admitted a solicitor in 
8 


Mr. Wittraw Ronson, éolicitor, of Darlington and Richmond, has been 
elected Mayor of the Borough of Darlington for the second time. Mr. Robin- 
son was admitted a solicitor in 1847. 


Mr. Atrrep Epcar BakeweELt, solicitor, of Longton and Fenton, has 
heen elected Mayor of the Borough of Longton for the ensuing year. Mr. 
B:kewell wes admitted a solicitor in 1878, 


DISSOLUTION OF PARTNERSHIP. 


CuristopHeR JENKINS Diss, Georce Jackson Rauey, and ALFRED 
Cieee (Dibb, Raley, & Clegg), Barnsley, solicitors, so far as the said 
George Jackson Raley is concerned. The business will in future be carrie¢ 
on by the said Christopher Jenkins Dibb and Alfred Clegg, under the 
style or firm of Dibb & Clegg. Nov. 1. [ Gazette, Nov. 10.] 








COMPANIES. 


WINDING-UP NOTICES. 
Jorwst Stock ComPaANiEs, 
Lrurrep 1s Cuancery. 
Barzapos Gas Compary, Liurrep.—By an order made by Chitty, J., dated Nov 4, it 
was ordered that the company be wound up. Sharpe and Co, New ct, Carey st, agents 
for for Ryland and Co, Birmingham, solicitors 1 for the petitioner 
Bremiseuau SyYspicarz, Lrurrep.—Petition for winding up, presented Nov 8, directed 
to be heard before Chitty, J..on Nov 18. Burton and Co, aca inn fields, agents 
for Johnson and Co, Birmingham, solicitors for the petitione: 
Brusswicx Lager Bese Brzwsery, Liurrep.—Hall, V.C., has fixed Nov 20 at 12, at his 
chambers, for of an official liquidator 
Datz Corrzz Company, Lrurrep.—Petition for Cont Chae up, mted Nov 7, directed 
pest yoy before Soy ae remy = Saey tani, on Nov 18. Bellamy 
ara Coreee vithin, citors for the por ea hy 
Faesxca Datz Corrzzr Company, Liutrep.—Petition for up, presentel Nov 8, 
directed to be heard before Chitty, J.,on Nov 18. Beall and iy os Victoria st, 
solicitors for the 
FPotises’ Barre snp eee pee tengy Luerrzp.—Petition for winding up, presented 
ately a ra directed to iy, J..on Nov 18, Wild and Co, osemnceneer 
solicitors for bw calles. 
Gazat Wzsreen Exvzctzic panne 9 45D Powzr Company, Liurrsp.—Petition for windin, 
oo Eee an fields, slic ee ae Ses Sup on Nov 18, Wenry on 
‘s inn solicitors for the petitioner 
mn. Hr Cosazans Oo MPANY, ——— Petition for winding up, presented Nov 8, 
directed to be heard before Chitty, J J., on Nov 18. Burton and Co, Lincoln’s inn 
fields, agents for Johnson and Co, , Solicitors for the 
Luzos Estarz, Buitpine, any Investment Company, ae .—Petition for winding 
up, presented Nov 8, directed to be heard before Fry, J., on Friday, Nov 24. Duncan 
and Co 0, Bloomsbury sq, agents for Dunning and Co, Leeds, solicitors for the 
Lospoy 1D Cent ag Hovsz, Lawp, Mortesgs, anv: Investwent 


tioner 
OMPANY, 
Lrurrep.—Petition for winding up, presented Nov 8, directed to be heard before 
lane, ctor forthe pe Chancery lane, on Saturday, Nov 18. Plews and Co, Mark 
Loxpow ATE AND Mortcace Ne ng Lrurrep. Bygone teens + By , presented 
Nov 9, directed to be before Bacon, V.C., on Satarda: we 
to —_ n y, N Robins, 
Oorzerx Goin eos Compasy oF Inpts, Lrurten.—Petition for winding up, 
Nov 8, directed to be heard before Chitty, J., on Nov 18. Co, 
Victoria st, en for the petitioners 
Rg ngienviallte a, Feng grt ig Civs Company, 
7,\directed to be heard before 
= Ey pl, agents for Micklethwait, 


required, 


on 
and and the particulars debts 
or claims, to Mr. Thomas Stephen Evans, 5 and 6, Bucklersbu: Thareds, Feb 15, 
at Il, is appointed for hearing and adjudicating upon the debte and claims’ : 
a Nov. 10.] 


Castis fag suutons Worzs Courary, een Pag forpioting ep, 
Nov 10, directed heard before Kay, J., rida; 1 
Queen Victoria st, solicitors for the My i Bradford 
Cantzat Wren Gown Mining Company, Lautren.—N. , has, by an order dated 
Oct 17, appointed James Waddell, 1, Queen Victoria st, to cial Iigaiaaor Credi- 
tors are required, on or before Feb 16, cont tile ‘names ond addresses, and the 
oa xd ‘the dette and laims : Sra 
upon € 
Keown Finn, Piste Goanayrer, axy Accipent Iwsvaeancn Company, Liutren. 
&-, baa, by an order dated May 15, appointed William Henry Thurston, 118, 
L at Company (Jonw vue. Lrurrep.—By an order made by 
om 2 dated Nov 4, it was ordered that the company be wound 
So, Fiabe pn Aedy Ta ood oe made i Se 
ANY, Lamitey — order 
Wilson and som Eodaghen on solicitors f: ding up of the " vm : 
for the 
Lanpeapeaats ts sow Salaeine’ Courany, Liutren,—By an order made by Chitty, J., 
Gated Bor 4, % % was ordered that the voluntary winding up of the company be 





continued. Minet and Co, New Broad st, agents for Tweed and Co, Lincoln, and 
Robotham, Derby, joint solicitors for the petitioners 

Lonpon Estate aND MortGacE Company, — .—Petition for eS 
sented Nov 9, to be heard before Fry, J., on Nov 24. Pattiso Swat oe, Co, 
Queen Victoria st, solicitors for the petitioner 

Lonpon Mgtat aND CHEMICAL oy ng Lu«rrzp.—By an order made by Bacon, V.C. 
dated Nov 4, it was ordered that the company be wound up. Storey and Cowland, 
Theobald’s rd, solicitors for the petitioner 

Magrrorourran Paresre er Limirgp.—Petition for win up, presented Nov 
13, directed to be heard before Kay, J., on Friday, Nov 24. Hug and Co, Budge 
row, solicitors for the petitioner 

Newmarket Coutrerres, Brickworks, Anp Porrery Company, Limitzp.—F ry, J., has 
fixed Nov 23, at 12, at his chambers, for the appointment of an official liqui 

Norra Oorzeum Gotp Mivine Company, Limitep.—By an order made ve J. : 
dated Nov 3, it was ordered that the company be wound up. Carter, Old 
chmbrs, solicitor for the petitioners 

Sourm Eastzew BonpED WAREHOUSES AND Wuarr Company, Liutrep.—By an order 
made by Chitty, J., dated Nov 4, it was ordered that the company be wound up. 
Hughes and Co, Budge row, solicitors for the petitioners 

(Gazette, Nov. 14.] 


County Paratine oF LANCASTER, 
Unutmitep In CHANCERY. 

LiverPoot Imprrtat Loan anv InvestuENT Company.—By an order made by the Vice- 
. Chancellor, dated Oct 25, it was ordered that the voluntary winding up of the com- 

. pany be continued. Mather, Liverpool, solicitor for the petitioner. Creditors are 
required, on or beford Dec 11, to send their names and addresses, and the iculars 

of | their debts or claims, to Thomas William Read, 30, Castle st, gy Friday, 
Dec 29, at 11, at the office of the district registrar, is appointed for hearing and 


adj udicatin, upon the debts and c 
: satiat [ Gazette, Nov. 10.1 
Limited tn CHANCERY. 


Grvtow Iron ann Coat Company, Limrrgp.—By an order made by Fox Bristowe, V.C., 
dated Nov 7, it was ordered that the company be wound up. Boote and Edgar, Man- 
chester, solicitors for the petitioners 

[ Gazette, Nov. 14.] 


STANNARIES OF CORNWALL, 
Limirep In CHANCERY. 

West WHat Towan Trix any Copper Ming Company, Limrrep.—By an order made 
by the Vice-Warden, dated Nov 6, it was ordered that the company be wound up. 
Hodge and Co, Truro, solicitors for the petitioners 

{ Gazette, Nov. 10.] 








CREDITORS’ CLAIMS. 


CREDITORS UNDER ESTATES IN CHANCERY. 
LAST DAY OF PROOF. 


BowrietD, RosErt, Walsoken, Norfolk, Gent. Nov hs Burgess v Burgess, District 
trar of Cambridge. Dawbarn and Wise, Marc 
Curtis, ELueNx, Burton, Salmon, York. Decl. Rudd * Olark, Chitty, J. Cant Snaith 
ag Saas Wandsworth, Gent. Dec 21. Haynes v "Stirk, Chitty, J. Jones, 
ani 
Hawxin, Frepericx Txomas, Sheffield, Solicitor. Dec6. Hyam v Hawkin, Chitty, J. 
Allen, Sheffirld 
Hemine, Witu1M, Littleton, Worcester, Farmer. Nov27, Heming v Heming, Kay, J. 


New, Evesham 
j (Gazette, Nov. 3.] 
GoopcuiLp, Taomas JonatHAn, Hartley Wintney, Southampton, Gent. Dec 11. Thum- 
wood v Kenward, Chitty, J. Bayley, Basingstoke 
Janxias, Wiestan, Fi , Cardigan, Gent, Dec 6. Jenkins v Davies, Kay, J. 
mpeter 
— Joun, Swansea, Glamorgan, Builder. Nov 30. Austin v Jones, Fry, J. Field, 
wansea 
Morret., Rossrt Witsoy, Bradford, Stuff Merchant. Dec 4. Halifax Joint Stock 
Limited v Morrell, Chitty, J. Sykes, Old Broad st 
aaa te Bus Proprietor. Dec4. Worsley v Procter, 


4. Chesterfield and 


Bank, 

Procter Joun, Lower Darwen, 
Kay, J. Costeker, Over Darwe 
SMEDLEY JARVIS, Dronfield, Derby, Retired Shopkeeper. Dec 

North h Derbyshire Banking a v Smedley, Chitty, J. Nicholson, Sheffield 


Water, Ricnaxp, Leeds, Artist. Battle v Walker, Chitty, J. Bearce, Church 


ct, Old Je 


ewry 
Wep, Epwaxrp Joszru, Lulworth Castle, Dorset, Esq. Dec 6. Weld v Vavasour, © 


Chitty, J. Eland, gar sq, Charing Cross 


[ Gazette, Nov. 7.] 
Axrmstrond, Ropert, Kirkby Stephen, Westmoreland, Dec6. Atkinson v Armstrong, 
Chitty, J. Preston, Kirkby Stephen 
AE aan Joun, Kirkby tephen. Dec 8. Atkinson v Armstroug, Chitty, J. Preston, 
hen 
Buaxz, Artaur Lor te ea South Molton st. Dec 8, Faulconer v Mackenzie, Chitty, 
J. Gollisson, Bedford 
—_ —— st, Oxford st, Beerseller. Dec8, Locke v Cape, Chitty,J, Page, 
resnam 8 
S| oem tee Eastville, nr Bristol,Gent. Dec 5. Woods v Cottrell, Chitty, J. 
ast! 
Garwert, Hagnraets, Clitheroe, Lancaster. Dec 6, Garnett-Orme v Gandy, Kay, J. 
Smith, Lincoln’s inn fields 
Nov 30, Hamilton v 


Hamttron, Witnuam Gustavus Betvew, Hastings, Gen 
ton, er, Mark lane 
Hare, THoMas. ARvnpsu, .. Weymouth, Solicitor. Dec 4. Templeman v Hanno, Bacon, 
Hecsooote mek Sir Wit11AMm, Hursley Park, Southa Bart. Deo 4. 
EATHCOTE. r Wit11AM, Hursle mpton % 
Hoatheote ¥ Trench, Kay, J Lee and Co, Princes st, Westminster” 
Jauus, Henny CmaRizs, ee okay Dec 6, James v James, Kay,J. Johnsons 
in Friars 
Puruy, Rev Samust Gipson oh Sar aga Tottington, Lancaster. Nov 20. Garlick v 
Rostns, THomas Pnanaes, Glonsester HouseJTotteuham, Gent. Doc 4, Hobson v Robins, 
Bacon, V.C. Carter, Old Je iy oe 
on | eit Halifax, Draper. Dec 9. Blagborongh v Scott, Fry,'J. Rhodes, 
Wasp, Joun, Overton, Wilts, Saddler. Dec 14, Webbv. Belcher, Chitty, J, Lockyer, 
Gresham bldgs, Basnghal 5 " : 
Witcoxow, Axtuun, T' Hill, Keq. Dec 4, Herring v R&®th, Bacon, V.C. Hughes 
and Uo, "budge row 
[Gasette, Nov, 10.] 
Anam —_ meeagers aeeoetcae U Hol Dec 8. Jacdbs v Jacobt, Chitty, J. 
19) + i Clifton Tin a7, pepsi Deo 11 spacial 
amunan, [saac ° v 
J.’ Mason, North id, age, Fins é 
Coninouaun, Rosset Gus, 's eqn Dec 13, Ratcliffe vy Brenan, Kay, J. Hill, 
Bedford row 


Dicconson, Tuomas, Yintehing Lancaster, Dec 11, Riddell v Diccon- 
oon, Fey.'3 Mili, Grey'sias oq _ 
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Kress, Cxanues Juues Atexanpsr, Syra, G Merchant. Dec 31. Kannreuther 
and Company v Geiselbrecht, Fry, J. Stibbard, Leadenhall st 
Luaroyp, Joxuy, Shipley, York, Grocer. Dec 15. Sampson v Learoyd, Chitty, J. 


‘ord. 

LitwaLt, Hewry, Newport, Monmouth, Retired Draper. Dec 16, Edwards v Farr, 
ony: J. James, Hereford . 

Les; James, Longdendale, Chester, Woollen Manufacturer. Dec 9. Lees v Lees, Fry, 
J. Miller, bridge 


. ’ 
Lvoas, Eexzst Frepsric Bovrnz, Louth, Lincoln, Solicitor; Lucas Brorners & 
Marspzw, Louth, Wine Merchants; and Lucas & Lucas, Louth, Solicitors. Dec 16. 
Lucas, a J. Byrne, 8 st, Victoria Embankment 
pod ri Westmoreland. Dec 13, Maunsell v Harrison, Bacon, 
Cc. y 
Surra, Jouw Atiin, Warwick, Brewer. Dec 9. King v Smith, Fry, J. Hiron, 
Shipton on Stour (Gazette, Nov. 14.] 


CREDITORS UNDER 22 & 23 VICT. CAP. 35. 
LAST DAY OF CLAIM. 
—— Mary Ay, Aston-juxta-Birmingham, Warwick. Dec 1. Browett, 
en 
Coox, + Srna Aston, nr Birmingham, Gent. Dec 14. Canning and Canning, Bir- 


Dyrxz, Lerrrt, Itchen Ferry, Southampton. Dec 20. Hickman and Son, Southampton 
Foster, Tnomas, Baker st, Enfield, Baker. Dec 23. Rumney, Enfield 
Giw1Low, James, Blackrod, Lancaster, Esq. Decll. Darlington and Sons, Wigan 
ay erg fie cg Clee, Lincoln » Shipbuilder. Nov 31, Haddelsey and Haddelsey, 
rimshy 
—— Gorge Feepgric Aveustus, Worcester, Surgeon. Dec 1, Whitehouse, jun., 
udley 
MarsHAtt, Francis, Elgin rd, St Peter’s park, Gent. Dec 30, Gray, Edgware rd 
MrsHam, Witram Rozsrt, Cheltenham, Colonel. Dec 1. Sladen and Mackenzie, 
Datehad Westminster 
Orway, Hzewrrerra Emrty, Southsea, Hants. Dec 20, Ware and Hawes, Great 
Winchester st 
i py Cuaries Townsend, Lower Shadwell, Farmer. Dec 16. Ratcliff and Son, 
ew Broa 
ag me Joun, Chipping Sodbury, Gloucester, Coachman, Dec 31. Burges and Co, 


StapeN, Josgrx, Hartsbourne Manor, Herts, Esq. Dec 1. Sladen and Mackenzie, 
Delahay st, Westminster 
SretiEr, Groras, Roothing, Essex, Hay Dealer. Decl. Meggy, Chelmsford 
THOMSON, JAMES, ‘Liverpool, Gent Jan9. Field and Weightman, Liverpoo 
: | Gazette, Oct. 31.] 
Asranams, Extas, City rd, Packing Case Manufacturer. Dec 20. Naunton, Cheapside 
BrrtwHistte, Margaret, Skipton, York. Jan1. Heelis and Thompson, Skipton 
Boots, Mary Any Susannau, Torquay. Nov 30. Blunt and Co, Gresham st 
Conus, Joun, Cheadle, Stafford, Joiner. Dec 9. Thacker and Cull, Cheadle 
ve R Lia Torquay, Retired Staff Surgeon, R.N. Dec 1. Hallett and Co, St 
in’s 
ona, onzas Bavcsz, Bootle, Lancaster, Cotton Broker. Dec 1. Barrell and Co, 
v 
Higp, Ricuarp, Huddersfield, Solicitor. Dec 15. Mills and Bibby, Huddersfield 
Hrep, Rosegrt, ‘Huddersfield, Gent. Decl5. Mills and Bibby, Huddersfield 
Hoge, Ratrz, Long Benton, Northumberland, Retired Cartwright. Dec 2. Brewis 
and Co, Newcastle upon Tyne 
twee aid Ann, Southbank, Redhill, Surrey. Dec 7. Wyatt and Barraud, 
annon 
Jonzs, JARED, Denim paginer. Dec 20. Davis, Denbigh 
— Freperick, g’s Norton, Worcester, Licensed Victualler, Nov 31. Ansell, 


r 
Lvoas, Maneasee, Tue Brook, nr Liverpool. Dec 5. Burton and Coleman, Liverpool 
Nicxotson, Howarp, Liverpool, Esq. Dec 31. Cunliffe and Co, Manchester 
Puen, Epwarp,‘Wolverhampton, Gent. Dec 26. Waterhouse, Wolverhampton 
Ravevt, Witi1aM, Braintree, Essex, Gent. Dec 30, Veley and Cunnington, Braintree 
Ruruggrorp, Harrrerr, Calne, Wilts. Nov 30. “ee Calne 
Sprout, WitttaM Harter, Leytonstone. Nov 30. Noon and Clarke, Blomfield st 
Tempix, Mary, Brockley, Kent. Dec 31. Flux and Co, East India avenue 
Wavxse, Janz Ann, Gatesh China Dealer. Dec3l. Dixon, ead 
Wit.tams, Racuzt, Pendleton, caster. Dec 21. Simpson and Burrell, Leeds 
Woougrt, THomas, Newport, Monmouth, Solicitor. Dec 30, Gibve Finer ng nays 

, Nov. 3. 

Pagie, NAPE, Corsham, Wilts. Dec8. Hicklin and Washington, Trinity sq, South- 
war! 


Bgxu, James, yt Bridge, Northumberland, Farmer. Nov 21. Lockhart, Hexham 
Bowrg, Mary, Sheffield. Jan 15. Broomhead and Co, Sheffield 

Cox, Wi1tu14M, Birn.ingham, Electro Plater. Dec 21. Newey, ‘ham 

Evry, Heway, Scarisbrick, Lancaster, Yeoman. Dec6. Parr and Sadler, Ormskirk 
Foan, aa Joun, Charlton crescent, Islington, Musician. Dec 20. Beall, Lincoln’s 


Green, WitttaM, Taunton, Somerset, Gent. Dec 30. Coane, ae 
Houmruzeys, Henry, Liansadwrn, lesea, Farmer. Deo 1, berts, Sa 
Jackson, Francis, Aldbrough, York, t. Dec 23. Hewitt and Alexander, Ely place 
— Guonex, Drury lane, Carpenter. Dec 10, Cronin, Southampton st, Blooms- 


wrasse, Tuomas, Rectory sq, Stepney Green, Wheelwright. Dec 9. Greenbank, 
Serjeant’s inn, Fleet st 
Nayior, THomas Hacks, Chesterton, Cambridge, Barrister-at-Law. Dec 30. White- 





head, Cambridge 
Norton, Puasz, Finsbury pe rd. Dec 4. Pownall and Co, ——_ inn 
() , Hexham 


Parrisow, Mary, Lambley, Northumberland. Nov 21. Lockhart 
Pottocx, Grorex, Jude st, Old Bethnal Green rd, Gent. Nov 28, Brighten, Bishops- 
gate st Without 


Sxinwee, Caristapetia, Mortlake, Surrey. Deo 1. Walkden, Manor villas, Richmond 
eee, Joszra, Hanley, Stafford, Colour Manufacturer. Dec 25. Challinors, 
e 

Tarr, Wass Hareraps cms China, Registrar of Shipping. Dec 1, Har- 

T OWintene Beans rmbt a 8 Esq. Nov 18. re Storringto 
‘aYLorn, WILLIAM Exuzs, ussex, . Nov15. Mant, mn 

Tavurston, CHARLES FREDERICK, Machynlleth, Merioneth, Esq. Feb 1. Lawrence and 
Co, New sq, Lincoln's inn 

Towgrrs, Joun, Otley, York, Yeoman, Nov 28. Siddall, — 

Wans, Onantxs Garaory all st. Deo 1. Burne and Co, Lincoln’s inn fields 
atton, THomas, Aston Manor-j xta-Birmingh Warwick, Gent, Dec 21. Newey, 
Birmingham [ Gagetie, Nov. 7.) 





ee 
ae 


RECENT SALES, 

At the Stook and Share Auction Company's sale, held on the 16th inst, 
at their sale-rooms, Crown-court, Old Broad-street, E.0,, the following 
Were among the prices obtained :—South London Trams, £8; North 
Molton Mine, 4s,; London Road Car £10 shares, £5 paid, 17s, 6d.; Army 
and Navy Co-operative Society, £1 shares, £4, 15s.; The ‘* Chalet ” Com- 
el £5 shares, £6 10s,; Jablochoff Electric Light and Power £5 shares, 
Trot pala, 26s, ; a Werke oe end Trams, bed Bal: Tramways 

5 ooper’s ty orks, 93, other aneous securi- 
tea fotohed fair prices, we ' 











COURT PAPERS. 
SUPREME COURT OF JUDICATURE. 
Rota or REGISTRARS IN ATTENDANCE ON 


Date. —- fhe ¥. ©. Bacon. 


Mr. Jackson 


Mr. Justice 
Kar, 
Monday, Nov. ..++sseee. 20 Mr. Clowes 
a IV se cccccesscccese 21 Pem 
Wednesday secesescsesces y Clowes 

Thursday sescsese esse 23 
Friday 
Saturday.csecseses 


Nr. Ward 
Teesdale 


eerereressseeare 24 


Monday, Nov. ....seee.. 20 Mr. King 
Tuesday ..cccese cocccce 2b Farrer 
Wednesday...cccsscsseee 22 
Thuraday .ecosesesscees 23 
PEGGY  cocccccccvcecece 

Saturday...cessescsescece 25 


King 
Farrer 
King 
Farrer 








LEGAL NEWS. 


Lord Coleridge was worse on Wednesday than he had been for three or 
four days. 

In the House of Commons, on Monday, Mr. J. Parry asked the First Lord 
of the Treasury whether it was a fact that Mr. W. L. Selfe, called to the 
bar in 1870, had been appointed to the county court jadgeship which 
included the towrs of Cardiff and Newport; whether Mr. Selfe had had 
considerable or any practice at the bar ; and whether it was a fact that he keld 
the office of secretary to Lord Cairns. The Attorney-General said :—The 
Lord Chancellor has made this appointment, not from any political or 
personal grounds, but solely because he regards Mr, Selfe as a gentleman 
who is fully qaalified to fulfil the daties attaching to the office of a 
county court jadgeship. Mr. Selfe bas practised as a conveyancer 
and equity draftsman for twelve years; he has been engaged as 
assistant editor of the Revised Statutes, and in the office of the 
parliamentary counsel, when engaged in preparing Bills, gave proof of great 
ability. The Lord Chancellor has also made inquiry from as to Mr. 
Selfe’s qualification, aud I am permitted to read a letter from the Master of 
the Rolls, in which he says:—‘‘I knew Mr. Selfe years ago; he isa very 
clever man, and, in my opinion, qualified for a higher position than that of a 
eounty court judge.” It is true that Mr. Selfe was for a short time secretary 
to Lord Cairns, which afforded some proof that he was posses-ed, not only of 
ability, but also of discretion and tact—qualities to be sought for in a county 
court—but while the Lord Chancellor did not make this any ground for tbe 
appointment, be did not look upon it as any diequalification. 








BIRTHS, MARRIAGES, AND DEATHS, 
BIRTHS. 


Saunen--0m. 28, the wife of Edward Blackmore, solicitor, Alresford, 

ants, of a son. 

Foorp-Ksiery.—Oct. 30, at 25, Cecil-square, Margate, the wife of George 
Foord-Keloey, solicitor, of a son. 

Frasgr.—Oct. 29, at 70, Kensington-gardens-square, the wife of Arthur M. 
Fraser, of Lincola’s-inn, barrister-at-law, of a son. 

HaxTsnornz.—Nov. 1, at Iver, the wife of Bertram Fulks Hartshorne, barris- 
ter-at-law, of & son. 

bang em 30, at St. Leonards-on-Sea, the wife of the late F.C. Tudor, solici- 
tor, of a son. 

GraHaM—Nov 13. at 37, Wellington-rd, St. Joha’s-wood, the wife of William J. 
Graham, solicitor, of a son. 

Lawranck.—Nov. 13, at Teynham House, Halfmoon-lane, Dulwich, the wife of 
Hamilton Edward Lawrance, bes ge of a daaghter. 


DEATHS, 
ae 13, at Finsbary-park, Holloway, James Rexworthy, solicitor, 
ag . 








LONDON GAZETTES. 


Bankrupts, 
Farpar, Nov, 10, 1883. 


Under the Bankruptey Act, 1869. 
Creditors must forward their proofs of debts to the Registrar. 


To Surrender in London. 
Brown, Walter Herbert, Gresham st,Auctioneer, Pet Nov 7. Murray, Nor atl 
To Surrender in the Country. 
meer, Pet Nov 6. Lee. Bradford, Nov 24at 12 
Builder. Pet Nov 7. Pitt-Taylor. Greenwich, Nov 33 


at 
Frith Coventry, Builder. Pet Nov 6, . Coventry, Nov 27 at 12 
Marsden, enry, Malvern, Worcester. Pet Nov 8, Worcester, Nov 27 at 11 
Parkes, Frederick, Derby, Medical Blectrician. Pet Nov 6 Borough. Derby, Nov 
al 
>) peaememarenan cane Brighton, Printer, Pet Nov 2 Jones, Brighton, Nov 90 


Cliff, Harry, Bradférd, Engi 
Fox, Alfred, Chariton, Kent, 





44 


THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. 





Nov, 18; 1882, 














mag Roar , Spenser rd, Chiswick, Gent. Pet Nov 7. Ruston. Brentford, 
‘ov 
ma Duncan, Sunderland, Boot Dealer. Pet Nov 8. Ellis, Sunderland, 


Robson, J 
Nov = at “= 
, Leicester, Pawnbroker. Pet Nov 8. Ingram. Leicester, Nov 23 at 12 
‘ames, and James Thompson Haddon, Bradford, Wool Merchants. Pet 
Bradford, Novy 22 at 11 
Tvusspay, Noy. 14, 1882. 
Under the Bankruptcy Act, 1869. 
Creditors must forward their proof of debts to the Registrar. 
To Surrender in London. 
Stafford rd, North Bow, out of business. Pet Nov 10. 


gy ae 


Gaon 
Nové. Lee. 


Hayhow, William 
Pepys. or 28 at 11 


yee A ~ hen EY Lordship terr, Dulwich, Beer Retailer. Pet Nov 11. Brougham. 

‘ov 28 at 

— — _ , Whittington villas, Champion hill, Builder, Pet Noy ll. Brougham. 
ov 29 at 


To Surrender in the Country. 


Early, Samuel, Babbicombe, Devon, Builder. Pet Nov 10. Daw. 
—. Johns, aan Ferry, Flint, Farmer. Pet Nov ll. Fletcher. 


Draper. Pet Nov9. Young. Hastings, Nov 25 at 1 
Bicphenwon, Henry, Sh Moor, Provision Dealer. Pet Nov 9. Wake. Sheffield, 
ov 
BANKRUPTCIES ANNULLED. 
Parpay, Nov. 10, 1882. 
Coventry, Henry Aubrey, Fulham rd. Nov7 
Tvzspar, Nov. 14, 1882. 


Acland, John Woodhouse, Ramsgate. Nov 7 
Landport, Hants, Timber Merchant. Oct 19 


Exeter, Nov 27 at 11 
Chester, Nov 


Wright, James ames Prederick, Wangford, Suffolk, Wine Merchant. Nov 10 
Liquidations by Arrangement. 
FIRST MEETINGS OF CREDITORS. 
FPrrpar, Nov. 10, 1882. 
ick Thomas Allott, and Charles Allott, Saddleworth, York. Nov 
22 at 3 at offices of Sykes, Market st, Huddersfield 
‘arboys, Huntingdon, Miller. Nov 23 at3 at Pelican Inn, Warboys. 
Watts, St. Ives 
Arrowsmith, John, Gateshead. » Draper. Nov 24 at 3 at offices of Dix, 
Wi chbrs, ee Ss 
Beadle, Penge, Surrey, Boildes. Nov 20 at 2 at offices of Rogers, Leadenhall 
at 


Baigrers, Vion, Tings ut, Qenten Town, Cyonent Wershent. Novy 23 at 3 at offices 


of Banks, Coleman st. Walkey, 
nn Th merge a. se Seamer 7) Nov 22 at 2 at offices of Williams, 


—_ 7, and Harry Bland, Leicester, Builders. Nov 23 at 11 at offices of Harris, 
Sle Lae Cee Pines, Pttiahiee of Lénieageé. Nov 30 at 11 at offices of 
Hammet st, Taunton 


Booker, Joseph RB: eer eee ai Canine, Cateen, Nov 20 at 2 at offices of 
Hemi, Geng’s ton pl Goag’s ion 
ada Nottingham, Builder. Nov 22 at 3.30 at office of Bird, Middle pavement, 


Bright, John, Darbam, Grocer. Nov 2% at 3 at office of Brown, Union chbrs, Union st, 
Brooker, ee Seat Sussex, Parmer. Nov 24 at 11 at Camden Hotel, Calverley rd, 
Tunbridge W Barton, Tunbridge Wells 
Wnawin Poler, Down, Kent, Farmer. Nov 23 at 11 at Law Institution, Chan- 
= Chalinder, my 9 
badwick, Norr's, Todmorden, ork, Boot Dealer. Nov 16 at 3 at office of Craven, Tod- 
—— John, ra eg Somerset, Gardener. Nov 27 at 3 at Bristol Hotel, Clevedon. 
se ag seer Parry, Bristol 
George Stephen, Bristol, Baker. Nov 22 at 11 at office of Sprod, John st, Bristol. 
Easery, Bristol 
Northampton, Fish Salesman. Nov 23 at 11 at office of Andrew, 
ley, Willem 
ner eo —. Bridgnorth, Salop, Cabinet Maker. Nov 23 at 12.30 at office 
2 Pleck, nr Walsall, Licensed Victualler. Nov 23 at 11.30 at office of 
, High st, Wednesbury 
ee ws York, Joiner. Nov 22 at 3 at office of Tennant and Barrett, 
ae Hereford, ont of business. Nov 23 at 12 at 
Soeredeens Great Maivern ag. 
Grestild, Sete, Lente, Tork, Provision Dealer. Nov 23 at 3 at offices of Lodge and 
Tow. 
sg jena, Earniey, Lancaster, Grocer. Nov 23 at 10.26 at offices of Knowles, Nicholas 


Doth, Rickert Stcate, St D ’s, & +, Commission Agent. Nov 18 at 2 at 





cllices A Reel and Cock, Pani t, Taanton 
Davies, —— Liverpool, Woollen Merchant. Dec 4 at 2.20 at 14, Cook st, Liverpool. 
Daries, Sarah er, Ta A trasiness. Nov 2 at 3 at offices of Leyland and 


Co, St. Ann's sn’s Chareh, 
Dewsse, Joan, Pactheid, York, sal Merchant. Nov 22 at 11 at offices of Mellor, Queen 
sy Samncl, Walaall, Stafford, Saddler. Nov % at 3 at offices of Clark, 
Henry, Birmingham, Broker. Nov 22 at 3 at offices of Southall, Waterloo st, Bir- 


mingham 

Samadi, Wi Bradford, ¥< iuer, Mo 

pete et ede Din, ve odie eae ma 

Samet Cnaties Rehart, Norwich, Geek Grower. Sov 2 at 12 at Inne of Court Hotel, 

Oe oo Reaeee te ont Dalston, Commercial Travciler. Nov 2 at 2 at office 
Hawaiin, aot Gramaner, Holborn 


8 


Fe 


Gteet, Leones Aéstohue, Mi Wits, out of business, Nov 14 at 2 at Gt 
Wesarn Hotel, Sow . Lovet, € 
Visto, Btalloah, Grceer, Nor Uw Vat Ace A Bratton, Queen at, 


Mase, Beary, Keaningsen, Kent, out A tummess, Dee 1 at at officect Hallett and 
Thomas, Yilton, Lancaster, Dreger, Mov Vat 3 at thes of Gee, Bradshaw 
Har, ain, wi noma Terma Van, Dratn, Kent, Walia Nov % at 2 at 


f tomicn, Crremnam Acne, (A 
', dha, Bor % wh Nat oes A Hatcliff, 


| manag OE 60 meen Siento 








Herbert, John, Victoria 
3 at office of Stokes, 0: 

Hollingworth, William, em or Stone Mason. Nov 24 at 3 at offices of Lees, 
Severn chambers, Middle pavement, Nottingham 

a amin Trafalgar rd, Old Kent rd, Dairyman. Noy 18 at2 at offices of Fowler, 

iW} 

Howe, a Elizabeth, Leamington Priors, Warwick, Fancy Bazaar Keeper. Nov 20 

at 11 at No. 19, High st, Warwick. Boddington 
gS, Walter Hall, fackier, Oxford, Farmer. Nov 29 at 12 at No. 49, Corn 

Market st, O: Dudle 

Johnson, Joseph Watson, Birkby, York, Farm Servant. Nov 22 at 1 at offices of 
Sewell, Grey st, Newcastle-upon-Tyne 

Jones, James Edmund, Birmingham, Coffee house Keeper, Nov 23 at 3 at offices of 

’Connor, Bennett’s hill, Birmingham 

Jones, Thomas Innocent, Taunton, Toosees, Innkeeper. Nov 20 at 11.80 at offices of 
Reed and Cook, Paul st, Taunton 

Lewis, John, Damerham, nr Salisbury, Wilts, Licensed Victualler, Nov 28 at 2 at the 
Angel Hotel, Fisherton, Salisbury. Wright and Law, High Holborn 

Linklater, Francis Evel , Duke st, a aad 8q, Solicitor. Nov 22 at 3 at offices of 
Chappell and Co, Gol en 8q, rg ehe 

Lloyd, John Matthews, Markfield, Leicester, Licensed Victualler, Nov 23 at 12 at 

ices of Curtis, Halford st, Leicester 
Locker, Henry, Longton, Stafford, Potter. Nov 21 at 3.30 at offices of Welch, Caroline 


MeGombig, Bi Robert Burns,°Christchurch, Hants, Seedsman. Nov 24 at 3 at Ship Inn, 
Christehurch. Trevanion, Bournemouth 
Edward, Leigh, Lancaster, md Retailer, Nov 21 at 2.30 at office of Whit- 
Pan ig ree Whittington, Church st, Leigh 
‘onk, George, Poole, Builder. Nov 21 at I at office of Aldridge and Aldridge, King 
Be 


vet, © William, Brighton, Tailor, Nov 21 at 3 at office of Goodman, North st, 
ri 
Wash, Thomas Bristol, Draper. Nov 24 at 12 at office of Sinnott and Spofforth, Broad 
st, Bristo! 
Newman, Joseph, Westbourne grove, Bayswater, Glass Dealer. Nov 27 at 10.30 at 
office of Browne, Lower James st, Golden sq. Tilsley, St Benet pl, Gracechurch st 
john, Lajambe Bassett, Berks, Farmer. Nov 25 at 12 at office of Jotcham, 


Ms 
p> Penn ng Johu Edwards, Everton, Builders. Nov 23 at 2 at office of Goffey 
ay den Commerce chmbrs, Liverpool 
Parsons, William Martin, Newton, nr Rugby, Warwick, Farmer. Nov 23 at 2 at George 
Hotel, * Market pl, Rugby. Wright, Leicester 
William, St Mawes, Cornwall, Baker. Nov 22 at 3 at office of Genn and Nalder, 
Church st, Falmouth 
Perry, William George, Bristol, out of business. Nov 22 at 12 at office of Plummer 
and Parry, Bristol chmbrs, Bristo 
Pleasance, Frederick,  Eavowey rd, Watchmaker. Nov 27 at 2 at office of Henry, 


Fenian oe ree 

Porter, Thomas e, Long Sutton, Hants, Farmer. Nov 27 atlat Red Lion Hotel, 
London st, Basingstoke. Lamb and Brooks, O Oldham 

“—. Thomas, Holywell, Flint, Grocer. Nov "92 at 12 at Albion Hotel, Chester. Cope, 
Holywell 

Prin, “4 yp Sheepwash, nr Morpeth, Northumberland, Timber Merchant. Nov 24 

ats chico of Bourn. Collingwood st, Newcastlé-upon-Tyne 

Pugh, fae Thomas. Albrington, Salop, Licensed Victualler. Nov 29 at 3 at office of 
Dallow, Queen st, Wolverhampton 

Pullan, Eli, Howden, York, Wine Merchant. Nov 22 at 3 at office of Pickering, 
Oriental chbrs, Cookridge ‘st, Leeds 

Rafter, Patrick, Newcastle upon Tyne, Provision Dealer. Nov 20 at 2 at office of 
Aitchison, pone, tw st, Newcastle upon e 

Ricardo, Walthamstow, Essex, Builder. Nov 18 atllat 262, High Holborn, 
Staniland 


Roberts, Charles Pip nt Paul's rd, Islington, Builder. Nov 21 at 3 at office of Parkes, 
Queen Victoria st 
Rutherford, John, Hexham, Northumberland, Plumber, Nov 27 at 12 at office of Baty, 


in, Lotherton-cum-Aberford, York, Wine Merchant. Nov 23 at 3 at office 
Pe Horner and Zdmondson, Wo Wood st, Wakefield 
haw, Semen! Lotherton-cum-Aberford, nee Wine Merchant. Nov 23 at 2.30 at office 
a and Edmondson, Wood st, Wakefield 
Shelley, John, Upper Sydenham, Kent, aged Draper. Nov 27 at 3 at office of Priestley 
Co, ide. achoelle priate 
Shearer, “Alexander, Gateshead ye i "Victualler, Dec 4 at 3 at office of Dix, Wel- 


st, Gates 
Fao g 7 Nov 22 at 3.30 at office of Trevanion, the 


Arcade, 
8 Sarah, Mitcham, eMorket Gardener. Nov 29 at 3 at office of Saxelby’ 
‘aulkener, Ironmonger 
Smith, William Hornby, = Lancaster, Joiner. Nov 23 at 2 at office of Johnson 


and Till , Sun st, Lancaster 
8 Heywood, Lancaster, Architect. Nov 22 at 3 at office of Farrington, 


South Norwood, Surrey, Builder. Nov 22 at 12 at Guild- 
Plunkett, St Paul’s Chuvehyard 
Nov 23 at 11 at office of 


Swift, Frederic Barnsley, York, Tobacco Manufacturer. 
Grae, Back Regent st, Barnsley 
Nov 24 at 3 at office of 
2 - Gregson, 


T , William, Owthorne, York, Provision Dealer. 
xchange bidgs, Bowlalley lane, Kingston upon Hull. 
Thomas, Aa same, York, Innkeeper. Nov 21 at 12 at office of Weston and Postle- 
te, P 
Tibbitts, torneo, Brgh Brighton, Sussex, Shoemaker, Nov 20at3 at Middle st, Brighton. 
Timmins, Vroderich Jc John, Bolton, Lancaster, Tobacconist. Nov 23 at 3 at office of 
Johnaton, Vernon st, Stockport 
William, Payersham, Kent, Machinist. Nov 28 at 11,30 at Ship Hotel, 
Ton, Som Bradt, York Wars Spinner, Nov 21 at 8 at Market Tavern, God- 
R ov 
T Sen i tke York, Tabi. Nov 21 at 11 at Market Tavern, Godwin 
own nh, or nn ov 
sarhes, braslord Pack, progtond Beerhouse Keeper. Nov 21 at 12 at office of Welch, 
ov a ) 
"Carolin ty Lon 
as, eeeten, Dairyman, Nov %at3 at New Inn, Hotel, Northgate st, 


Bart 

v Job ‘william, ‘orth, Leicester, Joiner. Nov at Sat Bull’s Head Iv 

coy, don Wit Leal “Notale ottingham . " 

Venn, Jom. Perna Spald Lincoln, Tailor, Nov 24at2 at office of Woston 
“ntiethw pert eee eels 

wit 

wud Thorn paon 


Watson, William Beetford, York, Warmer. Nov 2 at 4 at office of Pickering, 

Parliament st, npon Hall, daokaon, Hull 
Williaras, Johu, Dad Teas ap g Knginoor, Nov 22 At 3 at office of Warring. 
wifamaon, Henry. Henry, Ashinrn grove, Holloway, Carman, Noy 90 at 10.90 nt office of 
‘ fet, rurba, (noe, Nov 21 at 9.ab office of Stanford, Colling: 


wide ncaa Yor, nt of batons, Nov 16 at 11 at house of Tutcbine 








sq, Watvenk gene Pech ant Shan inate, Nov 23 at 


ee ee 





4a ail 


a 
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Matlock Bridge, Derby, Joiner. Nov 28 at 3 at Bell Hotel, Sadle 


Wood, John Wil 
gate, Derby. .8 re, M: 
Wright, John, Thirsk, York, Innkeeper. Nov 18at 12at Golden Lion Hotel, Thirsk. 


Cass, Thirs' 
wight, Walter, Ha ne omg Bot Law Writer. Nov 24 at 11 at office of Emmett and 


bidge Westminster Brit hoolmaster. 
nster Br 8c Noy 27 at 
lolborn. Jolliffe, C = Bridge 24 

West Ham, , Grocer. Nor pr at3 at offices of Barrett, Leaden- 


omens as oseph, Kingwaistnd, Stafford, Licensed Victualler. Nov 24 at 3 at offices of 
Elcock, Hi a st, 

Thomas Gusores, idham, Lancaster, Store Keeper. Nov 30 at 3 at Central 

Hotel, , Oldham, Morris, Oldham 


Arnett, Braithwaite, Hercules b 
ll ‘at Inns of Court Hi Hotel, 


ellington st 
Barnes, William, Guildford, Surrey, Commercial Traveller, Dec 7 at 12.30 at 1¢2, Fleet 


st. Burbidge, Gi 
Bebro, Mot, Ieopeeieeng x3. Financial Agent. Nov 21 at 11 at St Michael’s Hall, 
Lombard st. wlins, Poultry chambers 
fc tn Wharf, King’ 8 rd, Camden Town, Cement Merchant. Nov 23 
Coleman 
eter, “Brighton, Sussex. Mantle Maker, Nov 29 at 12 at offices of Edmonds and 
m.." Cheapside. Lamb and Evett 
, George Henry, Birmin oe ip Commission Agent, Nov 22 at 4 at offices of East 
—) Smith, Temple fifa ham 
at , William, York, Joiner, Nov 27 at 3 at No. 7, King Cross st, Halifax, 
torey and Roberts 
oi Se Edward > So Norwich, Carpenter. Nov 22 at 11 at the Duke’s Palace 
, William ay Holmfirth, York, Confectioner. Noy 27 at 3 at offices of 


uke st, Norwi 
er *Holmfirt 
Broscomb, Sohn William, Leeds, Yerk, Grocer. Nov 27 at 2 at the Law Institution, 
Nov 27 at 11 at offices of Laidler, 


Albion pl, Leeds. Teall and A Appleton, Leeds 
Brownrigg, Henry, Darlington, Durham, Painter. 
Burgess, arthur, Gravesend, Licensed Victualler. Nov 24 at 12 at offices of Edgar, 
Salerworth, Tidinas, Southport, Lancaster, Grocer. Nov 28 at 3 at the Shelley’s Arms 
Hotel, Fishergate, Preston. Needham, Blackburn 
pman, Robert, Frankfort ter, Harrow rd, Hairdresser. Nov 23 at 2 at the Law 
Institution, hg pent lane. Miller and Co, Chancery lane 
k, one Ormeshy, ne Middleshorongs, il Dealer. Nov 22 at 11.30 at 
wis, Zetland rd, Middlesborough 
ah , Walter Thomas, Leadenhall st, Tobacco Broker. Nov 30 at 3 at offices of Ratcliffe, 


Within 
Cook, lic Bedstead Manufacturer. Nov 28 at 3 at offices of 














Metal 
Co, Colmore row, Bi 


syed and irming’ 
Corbitt, John, Oldham, Lancaster, Joiner. Noy 29 at 3 at office of Whitaker, St Peter - 


st, Oldham 


Cox, Sars Eeetoten Birmingham, Rule Manufacturer. Nov 24 at 11 at office of 
Kirkwood, 8 al aig pein Tyne, Painter. 


Nov 27 at 2.30 at office 
uk atson and High Ween Newcastle- zoe -Tyne 
Mah ycombe, Le ae Plumber. Nov 27 at 3 at office of Parker 
= Wilkins, a: st, High Wycombe 
Denton, jo Flint, Publican. Nov 21 at 4 at the Grosvenor Hotel, 
Chester, Churton, Chester 
Dermont, Isaac, Coatham, peer Bedene, York, Butcher, Nov 27 at 3 at office of Pea- 
rd, Middlesborough 


cock, 

Diermissen, John, Market ter, Upper Holloway, Saddler. Nov 27 at 11 at office of 
Chalk, Finsbury circus 

Du ane mn, James, Newchurch, Kent, Farmer. Dec 1 at 1 at office of Hallett and Co, 


st, Ashford 
Ossett, near Wakefield, York Rag arehens, Nov 29 at 3 at the Scar- 
Nov 29 at 1 at office of Ord, Cow- 


= h Hotel, Market + Hlaee Dewsbury. Burton, Osse 
Evans, Edward, Liantri' yd, Glamorgan, | Farmer. 
Fairweather, William, Manchester, Skirt sopeaenewnrer. Dec 5 at 3 at office of Addle- 
shaw and Warburton, Norfolk st, Manches: 
Newcastle uj e, oo Nov 23 at 2 at office of Greener, 
st West, Newcastle upon Tyne 
Fogg, iiliam. Barnsley, York, Herring Curer. Nov 24 at 4 at Crown Hotel, Filey. 


Gibbons, Samuel, r Sonne Gibbons, jun, Lawrence lane, Woollen and Stuff Ware- 
housemen. Dec 4 at Ji Coffee House, St Michael’s alley, Warburton and 


De P; West st, pe ba cireus 

G W Corn Merchant. Nov 27 at 3.30 at New Corn 
Exchange Hotel, Mark lane. Simps7n and Cullingford, Gracechurch st 

Gill, loony Queen’ s rd, Dalston, Tailor. Nov 22 at 3 at office of Barnett, Palmerston 


qviase,© 
Se dane | Henry, Dulwich, Millwright. Deo 1 at 3 at office of James, Quality 


“< , Oh 
cower, Jowepb, Higham, Kent, Gardener. Nov 28 at 3 at office of Bassett, Eastgate, 
Ham Henry, Finsbury rd, Wood Green, Builder. Seeks oh RN ey 
Wood ——. ‘Woodfin and Co, Tower chmbrs Moorga’ 

Henry, Croydon, Licensed Victualler. Nov 30 a 30 at ‘3 A office of Wynne and Co, 
Hearn, © Stren as, Salat hnel Gree Wood Nov 27 at 3 at off 

omas, urner. Nov ice 
of Prockter and Andrews, Spo 

He § bog Wake Fock — ~~ Nov 27 at 3at office of Horner 


and 
Northampton, Baker. Moy a6 ot a at . speed of 
Yelling 
‘at “an a Gibson mort Bettand, 


ats 
ee Foatings Ol Oilman, e oe 8 at Mason’s Hall Tavern, 
Resex rd, Is on 
Frederick William, ang Telah h Harding, Vraafonk Pianoforte Makers. Nov 28 
office of Atkinson and Wilson, Tyrrel at, Bradford 
David, Australian ape om ewin st, Mantle Manufacturer, Nov 27 at 3 at 


vern, Gresham and Lamb, Old Jewry 
Hyland, Thomas ns Friend, Northtleet, Kent, 


Eastgate st, 


and oom Corn Bxchange, Welling me 
‘atchmaker. ov 28 
South John “, 


ilder, Nov 27 at Sat office of Mitchell, 
Tronsides, Wi alate Bayham st, Camden Town, Cabdriver, Nov 24 at 10,90 at office of 
8 Aubyn, Gracechure! 


Jenkin Hats Richard, rr » Pembroke, Bootmaker, Nov 20 at 10,30 at office of 
by Dae own Zones, 
Not 


» Nottingh oan, Groder. Nov 20 at 2 at 83, Grosham at, London, Norman, 


bre Berka, Painter, Nov 27 at 1 at Wheatsheaf Hotel, Read- 
ew 
: ane ‘and Samuel B Peewee, Weods, Timber Merchants, Nov 24at 3 
0¢ of Bavillo, 
Moores Alexander William  thlowel MoMichi Liverpool, African Merchant, 
Nov 80 8 at foe of Doan nd Co, Lord Liverpool soln 
Fu re, 


‘ames, George Manton, and snghake Manton, 
atid ati Newhall r rt cn and Aah Bi ~ ~ 
weal Si James, Y Lay ng Nov 87 at 198 wt office of 





a ee Somerset, Farmer. Nov 27 at 12 at office of Wilton, 
Matthew, Ne ilson- sg Lancaster, N 
pepe 96 cae » Ironmonger. Nov 25 at 8 at High st, 
Mentasti, Joseph, Westbourne grove, Restaurant Keeper. Nov 27 at 3 at Inns of Court 
Hotel. Green and Chees2, Warwick st, Charing Cross 
Miskin, gy Strood, Kent, ponmnen. Noy 24 at 3 at King’s Head Hotel, High st, 


Rochester. tephenson, Maids 
Morgan, Jones, Cardiff, B Builder. "Nov 24 at 12 at office of Merrils and Co, Church st, 


ber a James, Halifax, Engineer. Nov 27 at 4 at office of Walshaw, Crown st chbrs, 
ali 

Packman, William Goldup, Great Canfield, Essex, no occupation. Nov 25 at 11 at 
Saracen’s Head Hotel, Great Dunmow. Wade ont Co, 


Danmow 
dm 3 Fas Dedham, Buckingham, Blacksmith, Dec 4 at 3.at office of Gardiner 
xbri 
Notting hill, Courier. Nov 22 at3at 


Pill, William James, Bomore rd, Walmer rd, 
office of Chipperfield, Trinity st, Southwark 

argical Instrume pant: Haine, Nov 29 at 3 at office of Orton, 

an r 


Pool, George, Manchester, Sur, 
Highfiel chbrs, St Ann’s passage, 
ag ae a Robert, jun, Leicester, Tailor. Nov 28 at 12 at office of Miles and Co, Cank st, 
Rasen George, High Wycombe, pee tae Coach Builder. Nov 25 at 2 at High 
st, High Wycombe. Bliss, High ‘Wycom 
Riley, erbert, Birmingham, Coal Dealer. Nov 24at3 at office of Parry, Colmore 
row, Birmingham 
r= John, jun, Nottingham, Auctioneer. Nov 30 at 11 at office of Stevenson, Week- 
day cross, Nottingham 
Saltmarsh, George Thomas, Hurstpierpoint, Sussex, Brewer. Dec lat 2 atoffice of 
Martin and Farlow, Newgatest. Bullen, Cheapside 
Scaife, Henry, York, Painter. Nov 27 at 2 at office of Peters, New st, York 
Scott, John, tingston- -upon-Hall, Potato Merchant. Nov 29 at 12 at the Law Society, 
Lincoln’s inn bidgs, Bowlall ey-lane, Hull. Priestman 
Short, Edgar, Brompton rd, Cabinet Maker. Nov 28 at 3 at offices of Seale and Smith, 
Lincoln’s inn fields 
Simpson, Robert, Leeds, York, Chemist. Nov 24 at 2.30 at offices of Ford and Warren, 
Albion st, Leeds 
— mo a Derby, Tailor. Nov 27 at 11 at offices of Stevenson, Weekday Cross, 
ottin, 
—. ems , Dadley, Worcester, Grocer. Nov 27 at 3 at offices of Lowe, Temple st, 
irmingham 
Stevens, James, Union rd, Edmonton, Dairyman. Nov 23 at 12 at offices of Hamson, 
King st, Cheapside 
Tacor., William, Nottingham, Stone Mason. Nov 27 at 3 at offices of Wells and Hind, 
Fletcher gate, Nottingham 
Tateson, John Thomas, Market Rasen, Auctioneer. Nov 28 at 11 at offices of Tweed 
and Co, Saltergate, Lincoln 
Thomas, William Davies, Thomas Platt, and Arthur Charles — —- st, Iron 
Merchants. Nov 29 at 3 at Cannon st Hotel, Cannon st. St Helens, 
een Rome . W le, So F Bailiff. N 12at Railway Hotel, 
TPP» orle, Somerset, Farm ‘ov 3 at 12 at Weston- 
super-Mare. Reed and Cook, Bridgwater 
Tucker, William Athanasius, Burton Bradstock, Dorset, Merchant. Novy 29 at 11.30 at 
office of Loggin and Nantes, Barrack st, Bridport 
Veale, George, Leconfield rd, ‘Highbury New Park, Builder. Dec 4 at 2 at office of 
Mason. King st. Finsbury sq 
be Walter, Saddleworth, York, Grocer. Nov 29 at 3 at office of Ascroft, Clegg st, 


Warne, Stannard, Bruton st, Bond st, Upholsterer. Dee 1 at 3 at office of Allen, Carlisle 


st, Soho sq 

Welch, Nicholas, Marton, York, Farmer, Nov 23 at 11 at office of Jackson and Jack. 
son, Albert rd, "Middlesboroagh 

big meng Leeds, Grocer. Nov 27 at 2at offices of Emsley, Commercial bidgs, 

Leeds 

Willett. John William, Metwold, Norfolk, Cordwainer. Nov 29at1 ai Crown Hotel, 
King’s Lynn, Mason, Stoke Ferry 

Willis, Joshua, Wigan, Lancaster, Clogger. Nov 24 at 3 at office of Hopwood, King st, 


igan 
Wills, William, Reading, Berks, Licensed Victualler. Nov 27 at 12 at office of Creed, 


Reading 
Woodfull, William, Birmingham, Warwick, Plamber. Nov 22 at 12 at office of East 
and Smith, Temple st, Birmingham 





The Subscription to the Soxtcrrors’ Jovnnat is—Town, 26s. ; Country, 
283. ; with the Wrexty Rerorter, 523. Payment in advance includes 
Double Numbers and Neg ag Subscribers can have their Volumes 
bound at the office—cloth, 2s. 6d., half law calf, 5s. 6d. 

All letters intended for publication in the “ Solicitors’ Journal” must be 
authenticated by the name of the writer. 

Where difficulty is experienced in peceerian the Journal with regularity 
in the Country, it is requested that application be made direct i the 
Rahanrenene 
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SCHWEITZER’'S COCOATINA, 
Arti-Dyspeptic Cocoa or Chocolate Pi 
Pett Once ar ce ree Quality, 
with the excess of fat 
P The Faculty it “the most nutritious, ee 
Supper, and invaluable for Invalids and Children.” 
pout rumar,epice, of other admisiare, i 


Bene without sugar, other admixture, it suits 
all palates, ——. better and is fuur times 
the strength cocoas Guo yet WEAKENED with 


sterch, . and Ix REALITY CHEAPER than such Mixtures. 
ade instantaneously with boiling water, a teaspoonful 
to a Breakfast than a 


Cap, a halfpenny. 
Cocoarrsa 4 La Vasiixz is the most delicate, digestible, 
Manilla and 


may be taken when 
richer chocolate is prohibited. z 
In tin packets at 1s. 6d., 3s., 5s. 6d., &c., by Chemists 
and Grocers. 
Charities on Special Terms by the Sole Proprietors, 
H. SCHWEITZER & CO 10, Adam-street, London, W.C. 


ESTABLISHED 1825. 


HEWETSON, THEXTON, & PEART, 


MANUFACTURERS AND HOUSE FURNISHERS, 
200, 203, and 204, TOTTENHAM COURT ROAD, W. 
Estimates and submitted free for entirely Fur- 
nishing Rannse Chammere Offices, &c. 
—PAINTING, DECORATING, & HOUSE REPAIRS.— 
Carved Oak Furniture, Reproductions from Ancient 
Designs, &c. Bedroom Furniture, including Bedstead and 


Bedding, from £7 10s. per set. 
THIRTY LARGE 8H SHOW ROOMS. 


HEWETSON, THEXTON, & PEART, 
200, 203, and 204, Tottenham Court-rosd, London, W. 


N.B.—Household Furniture Warehoused or Removed 
on reasonable terms 








ay) PRACTICE.— Wanted, to Purchase a 

small Practice, ora Share in an established Busi- 

ness. Town preferred. Principals only treated with.— 

A Practics (No. 880), “ Solicitors’ Journal” 
Office, 27, Chancery-lane, W.C. 


| oe — Wanted, by a Solicitor (married), a 

Clerkship, with view to a Partnersbip 
inan Pr perie Se Office of good standing.—Address, 
for particulars, to W. W., care of Waterlow Bros. & 
Layton, 34, Birchin-lane, EL. 


AW.—A Gentleman (aged 26, admittd), 
with Capital at his disposal, is anxious to obtain 
pga = phe , With or — aview is 
ship. experience in country town 
——, Fooe te memati 9 meme D. 891, “‘ Solicitors’ 
ournal *”’ Office, 27, Ch=ncery-lane, W.C. 


GENTLEMAN, 30 (anadmitted), dis- 
engaged in January, 1863, Desires the Manage- 
ment of a small London office. Thoroughly conversant 
with eee Oo Common Law, age ow County Court, 
and Mayor’s Court 
Address, C., Messrs. Brien & Bridge 22, Chancery-lane. 


py SOLICITOR (about to leave a West-end 
office) requires a General or Assistant Cotvey. 
ancimg Clerkship in Town, under — SUPETTIZign 
Aaventionr is experienced. Excellent references from 
present and former employers.—* 0. V.,” No. 995. 


NV B. MEADOWS, of Bond-court- chambers, 
+ Walbrook, London, Solicitor, Reads with Articled.. 
Clerks preparing for the Intermediate and Final Exam 
ae ee ee ee ae 




















GeostEasD and CONVEYANCING.— 


Re-engagement wanted by an experienced Clerk 
Clone “ow £130 per annum.—M., 74, Ferndale-road, 
am, &.W. 


fUREIGN ADVERTISING. —Advertise- | 








Vy 45TED to PURCHASE, Fisher’s 
oxtn—hdaeen We toe Agtond Olio Fete | 
ster chambers, ow eee 


STAMMERERS AND STUTTERERS. 
should purchase 
A LITTLE BOOK, 
WRITTEN BY 4 GENTLEMAN WHO 
CURED HIMSELF. 
AFTER SUFFERING FOR THIRTY YEARS. 
From the Author, 
B. Bgastry, Green Bank House, Hall Green, 
near BreMINGHAM. 
Price Tutrteen Stamps. 





HE LEGAL pe “> K eNERAL DIARY 
and COUNTY COURTS GUIDE for 1883 ; contain- 
= all the usual information. 
: Ruled with faint lines, with or without cash 
columns, demy 8vo, superior thick paper. 
No. 
1. Page a day o oe 
2. Ditto (Diagy and Calendar only) se es 
3. Half a page a day ee oe 
4. Ditto (Diary and Calendar only) se se 
5. Week at an opening oe . 
6. Ditto (Diary and Calendar only) se oe 
Printed and published by 


oboe OF 
coaccoa 





EVISON & BRIDGE, Law a cae Printers, and Pub- 
lishers of Law Forms, at 22, Chancery-lane, W.C. 


ILLS of SALE ACT, 1882. 
THE NEW FORMS NOW READY. 





Apply to 

Messrs. ABRAM & SONS, 

Law Stationers, Lithographers, and Printers, 
Mippiz Tewrix Gare, Loxpoy. 


j out, 8vo, cloth, 
HE CONVEYANOING "ACS, 1881 and 
| 1382; with a Commentary. Also the Settled Land 
| Act, 1882, and Married Women’s Prope preey 1882, 
With Summaries by H. J. HOOD and H. CHALLIS, 
Esqrs., Barristers-at-Law. To which is prefixed a Treatise 
| on the Law of Real Property in R lation to Convey g- 
By H. W. CHALLIS, Esq. 
Rezves & Turyze, 100, Chancery-lane, London, W.C. 


i 
| Now ready, price 6d., post-free 63d. 
| 
| 
' 
i 











JIBSON'S ANSWERS to “ FINAL” and 
“ INTERMEDIATE” QUESTIONS of PRESENT 


pA lls 
The Answers to the Voluntary Honours Questions, with 


list of successful os Intermediate Candidates, will 
be ready on ————- 


Published by Rurvas & pg oot 100, Chancery-lane. 





SPECIAL NOTICE. 
Next ae Sale of Reversions, Policies, —_ In- 
Railway, and other Shares, Bonda, &c 


esses. MARSH. MILNER, & CO. 
announce that their NEXT PERIODIC AL SALE 


by ACCTION will take place at the MART, Tokenhouse- | 
yard, on cocaine DECEMEER 7 7. Solicitors and 
thie id | 





A SHORT GUIDE TO CRIMINAL LAW. 
AN EPITOME 


OF THE 


CRIMINAL LAW FOR STUDENTS. 


BY J. CARTER HARRISON. 
_Rerves & Trewern, 100, Chancery-lane, London, W.C, 


| 
Just published, svo, 66 





TREDEGAR BROAD, Low. 


‘eee [one Senet guentan hanes fa | 
& sermirs an eae ae | 


EW. WALTER KNIGHT ie instrncted to | 


SELL. by AUCTION, at the gs 4 DAY, 


Aattion Shara, U4, Great Kansailateast, WO. 
Meo DEBENHAM, TEWSON, 





€ 
Sama Grownd Rent | 


ane 

¢ Bones Property and fnvestenenta y 
On Che fret faz of each month coer 
ri tsa Yat fo nope | 


img | in thelr FREE MONTHLY 


WTON’S PATENT | LAW and PRAC- 


and givin bt information 
| eee vise his Clients. By A. ¥, 
“It ie @ most usefal sormary,”—R, %, Webster, Kay, 


ye 


| London ; TRODHER CO., at HH, Ladgate-hill, 
| even bor, the Often for Patenta, 06, Chancery-lane, 





is certain 


| AMPTON & SONS make NO CHARGE 


: ten at ATES, TOWN and COUNTHY 
HOU She vended of eee © Se for Bale, to be 
ie | had GRATIS a their Ofc, on poat-Aree tor rtann pe, 
Putimhed on the lat of the " muemith, and particulars for 
insertion shout he ovat net lates than Sve ae 
6 ond of rmenth. 

Vaioationa tor Protmte and Transfer, Ty 


EDE AND SON, 
ROBE » Br 54 - MAKERS 


BY SPECIAL APPOINTMENT, 


To Her Majesty, the Lord Chancellor, the Whole of the 
Judicial Bench, Corporation of London, &c. 


SOLICITORS’ AND REGISTRARS’ GOWNS, 
BARRISTERS’ AND QUEEN'S COUNSBL’S DITTO, 


CORPORATION ROBES, UNIVERSITY & CLERGY GOWNS, 
ESTABLISHED 1689, 


94, CHANCERY LANE, LONDON 


SOUTH AUSTRALIAN 
GOVERNMENT SECURITIES. 


Four per cent. Bonds, ee: and Interest payable in 
For £1,900,000, 


Tux Nationa Bank or Avustravasta, 149, Leadenhall. 
street, E.C., is authorized by the undersigned to receive 
Tenders for SoutH AUSTRALIAN GOVERNMENT SECURITIES 
amounting to £1,000,000, being part of £1, _ 800, the 
amount autLorized by the Act of the South Australian 
Parliament, No. 227, of 1881, assented to 18th November, 
1881; for the construction’ of Railways and for other 
Public Purposes ; the balance having been taken at par 
in the Coheny by the Local Savings Bank, and for Govern- 
ment 

The Bonds, which are for £1,000, £500, £200, and £100, 
bear interest at the rate of 4 per cent. per annum, com- 
—— an the Ist October, 1882. 

Principal and interest are made payable i in London ; the 
interest by coupon on the Ist of April and Ist of October 
of each year, and the principal of the issue of £1,000, 
herein announced, at par on the Ist April, 1917; the ‘iret 
coupon being payable on the Ist April, 1883. 

A copy off the authorizing Act may be inspected at the 
office of the undersigned. 

Tenders, made in accordance with the annexed fo: 
will be received by the National Bank of poe cater, oy 
2 o’clock on Friday, the 24th November, when they wi 
be opened in the presence of such of the applicants = 
may desire to be in attendance 

The Bonds will be allotted to the highest bidders, _ 
vided the rates offered are not below £100 for every £100 
tendered for. 

Tenders at a price including a fraction of a gen | 
other than sixpence will not be necessarily accepted, a 
in the event of an equality of Tenders beyond the amount 
of these Bonds, a pro rata distribution on such Tenders 
will be made. 

sed et must be made as follows, viz. :— 

. £5 per cent. on Application. 

2: A further sum on Allotment, to redace the amount 
. to 75 per cent. 
. £25 per cent on the 12th December, 1882, 

r £50 per cent., the balance, on the 8th January, 
1883, when the Bonds will be ready for delivery 
in exchan for the Letter of Allotment. 

An Act of the Colonia! Legislature has been passed for 
the conversion of this Loan into Inscribed Stock at the 
option of the holder, 

Forms of Tender may be obtained at the office of the 
National Bank of ar et or A oe haan cote 
t-General for the Socom ye South Australia, 

8, Victoria-chambers, Westminster, November 16, 1882, 








FORM OF TENDER. 


South Australian Government Securities. 


FOUR PER CENT. BONDS, 
To THE MAWAGER OF 
Tux Nationa, Banx ov Avetrarast, 140, Luapuy- 
HALL Stazet, E.C. 


Sir, 

I (or we) hereby tender for 2 Bonds of 
the Government of South Australia, according to the 
on which I or we) enel ae a jved deposit of 
on or we) enclose the requi it of 

undertake to pay 4 


Soveveny ates in’ Bonds, and to accept the same or any 
less amount that ma; be allotted tomo (or us) and to pay 
the instalments and in conformity with the to 


of the said notice, 
Namo .scccsvocceccccccasccccecsccce 
AGATOES coccccceccccverssoceresicere 


AW LIFE ASSURANCE SOOIETY, 
4 ¥LEET STRENT, LONDON, 
Ketantionen 1823, 





Assets on Slat Decomber, 1461 4. a oo 26,422 
oe neome for the “oy 1961’... “a aids oe vd 2 sn 
/ ms paid to lat Decom oo ou 

Bonuses hitherto allotted . : ae aidan 


ponses of Management, Including Commission, about 


ans m co of 
what Rae ang ‘roduood, reo travelling Limits 
Loans granted on rity of Pol 
ats are socurity olicios, Life Interesta, 
Cornminsion allowed to Solicitors and others on Ansu- 
"1p ehiales otiotied foie thar Wil pactislpels ‘a, the Bonne 
m i fosna sod Porins ¢ Ta f eras ail 
nd Forms 0 sont on w 
W the Acrusnt, , vw ” 





"= Yajate wud hngtion Othege, 6, Pall Wall ase ® 








